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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, June 3, 1988 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Gracious God, we pray for all good 
things-for health and strength, for 
wisdom and nurture, for faith and 
hope. On this day we pray for peace, 
peace in our hearts and peace in our 
world. Help us to believe that in spite 
of the very grave concerns that touch 
each heart, we still may have that 
peace that passes all human under
standing, that assurance and inner 
confidence that Your presence and 
Spirit can give. 

For this we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

DEDICATION OF WAYNE 
COUNTY, OH, VETERANS' ME
MORIAL 
<Mr. REGULA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, this 
past Monday I was privileged to par
ticipate in the dedication of the 
Wayne County, OH, Veterans' Memo
rial. Duty, honor, country. This is the 
theme of the Wayne County Memori
al, dedicated to the 293 Wayne County 
citizens who served and died in the 
two World Wars, Korea, and Vietnam. 
This memorial, 2 years in the making, 
was conceived, designed, and imple
mented by the Joint Veterans Organi
zation of Wayne County and was made 
possible by over 500 contributions 
from Wayne County citizens. 

The memorial consists of five pillars 
of blue granite, four of which bear the 
name of the conflict at the top and 
has each citizen's name who died in 
service to our country inscribed on the 
pillar. The memorial will be an eternal 
reminder to all who visit that these 
brave Americans, their courage, and 
the ideals they fought for will live on 
in our memory. 

Two hundred and twenty-two Wayne 
County students, ranging from grades 
8 to 12, competed for the honor to 
have their tribute to their fellow citi
zens inscribed on the memorial. This 
honor was won by Mark Beckler, who 
expressed his respect for these men 

and women who answered the call of 
their country and never returned with 
the phrase: "To cherish liberty, one 
need only remember how it was 
earned." This phrase embodies the es
sence of our dedication to freedom of 
all people. 

THE 25TH ANNIVERSARY OF NA
TIONAL ACADEMY OF OPTI
CIANRY 
<Mr. RAVENEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Speaker, a con
stituent of mine in South Carolina's 
First District, K. Richard Davenport 
of Charleston, serves as president of 
the National Academy of Opticianry, 
which observes its 25th anniversary 
this year. 

I applaud this volunteer, not-for
profit body, dedicated to improving 
educational opportunities for all oph
thalmic dispensers, and would like to 
call this anniversary to the attention 
of my colleagues. In just the past 10 
years, the academy has grown to 
become the largest single opticianry 
organization in the world, currently 
listing some 4,560 fellows and mem
bers. 

The significance of the academy's 
anniversary lies not in its large mem
bership nor its 25 years of existence, 
but in its successful cooperation and 
work with other eye care profession
als. They serve the 70-plus million 
Americans who periodically need 
vision care. Without vision correction 
these citizens could not enjoy a satis
factory quality life-or in a majority 
of cases-earn their livings. 

In congratulating President Dick 
Davenport and the academy for their 
adult education programs, I wish to 
add my expectations for their contin
ued progress in serving the eye care 
needs of all Americans. 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN MANLICH, 
JR., VOLUNTEER OF THE YEAR 
<Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.> 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, today 
I have the opportunity to pay homage 
to a constituent who is an actual 
friend of mine; this is a gentleman 
whom I have come to know and love 
over the years. It gives me great pleas
ure to honor him here. 

John Manlich, Jr., was recently 
named as the Baltimore County 
Senior Adult Volunteer Employment 
Program's "Volunteer of the Year." 
John volunteered 1,325 hours of his 
time in 1987; this is an achievement 
which prompted Baltimore County 
Executive Dennis Rasmussen to pro
claim April 20, 1988, as "John Man
lich, Jr., Day." All of us who know 
John are not at all surprised by this; I 
have long thought of him as an excep
tional man who has always been will
ing to share his abilities with others. 
His is a life which is filled with many 
examples of voluntarism and commu
nity service. Let me introduce you to 
John-someone whom I am proud to 
call a fine friend as well as a fine man. 

For a long time John worked with 
the March of Dimes; he rose to the po
sition of vice president for Field Serv
ices and helped to arrange polio vac
cine trials for Dr. Jonas Salk. He 
served his country with honors in the 
99th Division in the European sector 
during World War II. John, it can be 
said, has in the past shown his love of 
country and its people in many differ
ent ways. 

However, his zest for helping others 
has not diminished over the years. He 
has tirelessly sought to serve his com
munity through such positions as 
board vice president of the Depart
ment of Aging's Senior Craft Gallery, 
administrator of the Maryland State 
Police Older Adult Club Crime Preven
tion Program, and volunteer consult
ant of the Criminal Justice Services 
Division of the American Association 
of Retarded Persons in the State of 
Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I can say with 
great pride that my district and its 
people are far better off as a result of 
John Manlich than it would have been 
without him. 

He has also been a very special 
friend to me. His talent as a photogra
pher is truly excellent, and there have 
been many times when I have called 
on him at only a moment's notice 
when I needed his skills. He has never 
let me down, and I hope that he feels 
able to say the same about me. 

I know that mere words cannot hope 
to fully describe a friendship, yet I 
hope that they have been able to ex
press the great pride I feel over this 
special friend and his special accom
plishments. Indeed awards are great 
things, yet friendships are probably 
the greatest awards there are. 

D This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 



13324 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 3, 1988 
TOLL THE BELLS FOR 

MEMORIAL DAY 
<Mr. GUNDERSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, 
last Monday I and many of us as Mem
bers of Congress had the unique privi
lege and opportunity of participating 
in Memorial Day occurrences across 
this country, and yet I suspect that 
you, like me and others, could not help 
but reflect that Memorial Day unfor
tunately has become to many people 
in this country nothing more than an
other 3 day weekend. 

Reflecting upon this, today I and 
the chairman of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee, the honorable gentleman 
from Mississippi, Mr. SoNNY MoNT
GOMERY, are introducing legislation 
which will call upon all churches, syn
agogues, schools, community centers, 
and other public buildings, to toll 
their bells for 1 minute beginning at 
11 a.m. on each Memorial holiday in 
the future. 

The purpose of this is in order that 
all Americans, whether they be at the 
beach, whether they be at the ball
park, whether they be at community 
celebrations or wherever they might 
be, will at least for 1 minute reflect 
and remember what the real purpose 
of Memorial Day was, is, and ought to 
be. In that process, hopefully we as 
well will again return to paying the 
proper respect to the men and women 
who have donated their lives in service 
to our country. 

We call upon all of you to join with 
us in cosponsoring this legislation and 
making this a proper tribute. 

SUPPORT BOEHLERT AMEND
MENT TO H.R. 4505, DEPART
MENT OF ENERGY AUTHORI
ZATION, 1989 
<Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, later today during consideration of 
the Department of Energy authoriza
tion bill, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BoEHLERT] will offer an 
amendment to provide for a floor of 25 
percent foreign financial participation 
in the construction of the supercon
ducting supercollider. 

Adoption of the Boehlert amend
ment is essential if we are to have 
burden sharing for this big expensive 
science project. 

I am a strong supporter of the super
conducting super collider, but we 
ought to have the playing field level so 
that if foreign scientists come and do 
experiments on this machine, their 
governments ought to pay for part of 
the cost to bring it into existence. We 
have heard much about burden shar-

ing in the context of defense of the 
free world. In terms of giving the free 
world its scientific edge, burden shar
ing is just as valid an argument in this 
area as it is in the defense cost area. 

So I would urge my colleagues to 
vote for the Boehlert amendment with 
a strong vote. 

SIGNIFICANT ACCOMPLISH
MENTS OF THE SUMMIT 

(Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota 
asked and was given permission to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend his remarks.> 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, the news from the summit in 
Moscow would suggest that not very 
much really happened, except that 
people felt good and made friends. 

I want to remind my colleagues and 
the American people today that we 
have accomplished something very sig
nificant and that we should compli
ment President Reagan for it; that is 
the signing and subsequent ratifica
tion of the INF Treaty. 

I want to point out that the INF 
Treaty with the Soviets bans INF mis
siles. It reduces nuclear inventories in
stead of only capping them, as past 
treaties have done. It establishes a rig
orous regime for verification, includ
ing intrusive onsite inspections and 
short-notice challenge inspections. It 
utilizes newly established nuclear risk 
reduction centers and it requires 
nearly four times as many cuts in 
Soviet warheads as American weapons, 
because it totally wipes out a class of 
missiles in which the Soviet Union 
dominates. 

Now, I admit there is much more to 
be done. We must deal with strategic 
weapons. We must make progress on 
the START talks; but I am saying this 
country and the Soviets have done 
something that is historic, and Presi
dent Reagan deserves our commenda
tion for that. Let us not lose sight of 
the accomplishments embodied in the 
INF Treaty. It is a step forward, a 
small step, but a step in the right di
rection. I think it can lead to conclu
sion of the START talks that will fi
nally and substantially reduce long
range nuclear weapons in this world. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SUPER-
CONDUCTING SUPER COL-
LIDER 
<Mr. HASTERT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, today 
this House will discuss the authoriza
tion of the sse. the superconducting 
supercollider. It is a significant invest
ment in our Nation to go forward and 
build this project. Certainly it is a sig
nificant investment in our future. 

We will be seeing many amendments 
today to detract from, to reduce, to 
delay, to spread the burden sharing 
across the face of this globe. I think 
those amendments should be discussed 
and I think the merits and demerits 
should be brought forward. For in
stance, in the case of burden sharing, 
it is great. I believe in it, but we also 
must make sure that we make the 
commitment first so those other na
tions can come on and make those 
commitments and those dollars do not 
flow to other places in the world. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
<Without objection Mr. SENSENBREN

NER was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.> 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I have asked for this time for the 
purpose of finding out the schedule 
for next week, and I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BoNIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding. 

The schedule for the remainder of 
the day is the completion of H.R. 4505, 
the Department of Energy authoriza
tion. Upon completion, we will adjourn 
until noon on Tuesday, June 7. 

At that point we will consider the 
following 11 bills under suspension of 
the rules: 

H.R. 4638, to change effective date 
for certain elementary and secondary 
education programs; 

H.R. 4416, Library Services and Con
struction Act authorization extension; 

H.R. 4585, to extend the Taft Insti
tute through fiscal 1991; 

H.R. 4639, to prevent abuses in the 
Supplemental Loans for Students Pro
gram under part B, title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965; 

H.R. 4592, U.S. Institute of Peace 
authorization extension; 

H.R. 4621, to approve the Governing 
International Fishery Agreement be
tween the United States and the 
German Democratic Republic; 

H.R. 4365, to designate the Richard 
Cronin National Salmon Station; 

H.R. 3966, Children's Television 
Practices Act; 

H.R. 4158, National Appliance 
Energy Conservation Act Amend
ments; 

H.R. 4379, temporary safe haven for 
aliens; and 

S. 952, to provide greater discretion 
to the Supreme Court in selecting the 
cases it will review. 

0 1015 
I should also mention at this point 

that those 11 suspensions, the record
ed votes on the suspensions will be 
postponed until Wednesday, June 8. 
Further, on Wednesday, June 8, we 
will meet at noon. We will have the 
Private Calendar, the postponed votes 
from Tuesday will take place, and 
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then we will go to H.R. 3436, the Older 
Americans Act Technical Amend
ments, and debate the Pepper bill. 

On Thursday, June 9, and Friday, 
June 10, the House meets at 10 a.m. 
and we will consider the Department 
of Defense appropriations for fiscal 
1989, subject to a rule, and H.R. 4418, 
the National Science Foundation au
thorization for fiscal year 1989, with 
an open rule and 1 hour of debate. 

Conference reports can be brought 
up at any time. 

Mr. SENSENBRE~. Mr. Speak
er, reclaiming my time, I have a few 
questions to ask the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

What time is the gentleman from 
Michigan expecting that we will be 
done with recorded votes today? 

Mr. BONIOR. If the gentleman will 
yield, the desire is to finish by 3 
o'clock. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. And if this 
bill is not completed by 3 o'clock, will 
we stop at 3 or will we continue? 

Mr. BONIOR. We will stop at 3 
o'clock. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. At what 
time does the gentleman from Michi
gan expect votes to take place on 
Wednesday, June 8? Are the votes that 
are rolled over on the suspensions 
going to come up right after the Pri
vate Calendar is called, or later on in 
the day? 

Mr. BONIOR. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, on Wednesday we 
will expect an early vote right away. 
We could have a vote on the Journal, 
and then we will go right into the 
postponed votes from suspensions of 
Tuesday. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. So Mem
bers should be advised that there is a 
possibility of votes shortly after noon 
on Wednesday? 

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Finally, 
what is the intention of the majority 
leadership relative to votes next 
Friday? 

Mr. BONIOR. There will be votes as 
was suggested in the calendar that was 
agreed upon by the majority and mi
nority leaders. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY, 
JUNE 7, 1988 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Tuesday, June 7. 
1988. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 
MURTHA]. Is there objection to there
quest of the gentleman from Michi
gan? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 8, 1988 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Tuesday, June 7, 
1988, it adjourn to meet at noon on 
Wednesday, June 8, 1988. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 
MURTHA]. Is there objection to there
quest of the gentleman from Michi
gan? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 8, 1988 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednes
day rule be dispensed with on Wednes
day next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 
MURTHA]. Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Michi
gan? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING CALL OF THE 
PRIVATE CALENDAR ON 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 8, 1988 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Private 
Calendar be considered on Wednesday, 
June 8, 1988, instead of Tuesday, June 
7, 1988. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 
MURTHA]. Is there objection to there
quest of the gentleman from Michi
gan? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY CI
VILIAN ENERGY RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORI
ZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1989 
The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 

MURTHA]. Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 460 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 4505. 

0 1020 
IN THE COMli!ITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill <H.R. 4505) to authorize ap
propriations to the Department of 
Energy for civilian research and devel
opment programs for fiscal year 1989, 
with Mr. SMITH of Florida in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee of the Whole rose on Thursday, 
June 2, 1988, all time for general 
debate had expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute now printed in the reported bill is 
considered as an original bill for the 
purposes of amendment and each sec
tion is considered as having been read. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1, comprising the 

entirety of the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, is as fol
lows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Department of 
Energy Civilian Energy Research ancl Devel
opment Authorization Act tor fiscal year 
1989 ... 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

SEc. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated tor fiscal year 1989, subject 
to section 106, in accordance with section 
660 of the Department of Energy Organiza
tion Act tor operating expenses for the fol
lowing civilian research and development 
program3: 

(1) Fossil energy, $349,819,000; 
(2) Energy conservation, a total of 

$146,876,000, including $9,992,000 in unobli
gated balances in industrial process effi
ciency which has not been included in sec
tion 105; 

(3) Energy supply research and develop-
ment: 

fa) Solar energy, $94,679,000; 
(b) Geothennal energy, $25,061,000; 
fc) Supporting research and technical 

analysis, a total of $557,701,000, including 
basic energy sciences, $389,352,000; basic re
search user facilities-basic energy sciences, 
$99,693,000; general increase for basic 
energy sciences and basic research user fa
cilities-basic energy sciences, $9,000,000; 
energy research analysis, $3,800,000; univer
sity research support, $26, 770,000; university 
research instrumentation, $15,000,000; advi
sory and oversight program direction, 
$3,339,000; multiprogram laboratories facili
ty support, $8, 770,000; strategic facilities 
utilization program. $1,977,000; 

fd) Environmental research and develop
ment, a total of $332,856,000; 

fe) Nuclear fission energy, a total of 
$345,990,000, including light water reactors, 
$24,300,000; advanced reactors research and 
development, $103,500,000; space/clefense 
power systems, $71,490,000; advanced nucle
ar systems, $24, 700,000; facilities, 
$117,500,000; program direction, $8,500,000; 
general reduction, -$4,000,000; 

(/) Civilian radioactive waste research 
and development, $2,498,000; 

(g) Remedial action and waste technology, 
byproducts utilization, $5,000,000; 

fh) Magnetic fusion energy, $330,465,000; 
fi) Electric energy systems and energy 

storage systeffl3, $36,080,000; and 
(j) Supporting services, policy and man

agement, energy research, $667,000; 
(4) Geothennal resources development 

fund, $72,000; 
(5) General science and research, a total of 

$652,916,000 excluding the Superconducting 
Super Collider project and including high 
energy and nuclear physics, $268,044,000; 
basic research user facilities, $381,662,000; 
program direction, $3,210,000; ancl, 

(6) Isotope production and distribution 
tuncl, $16,243,000, with expected offsetting 
revenues of $16,452,000. 
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CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

SEc. 102. Funds are hereby auUwrizecl to 
be appropriated for fiscal year 1989, subject 
to section 106, in accordance with section 
660 of the Department of Energy Organiza
tions Act tor the acquisition and fabrication 
of capital equipment not related to con
stroction of the following civilian research 
and development programs: 

(1) Fossil energy, $480,000; 
(2) Energy conservation, $2,083,000; 
(3) Energy supply research and develop

ment, a total of $95,204,000, including solar 
energy, $2,592,000; supporting research and 
technical analysis, $32,005,000; environmen
tal research and development, $15,800,000; 
nuclear fission energy, $22,350,000 and mag
netic fusion energy, $21,635,000; electric 
energy systems, $27,000; and, geothennal 
energy, $795,000; and, 

(4) General science and research, 
$114,300,000. 

PRIOR YEAR CONSTRUCTION 
SEc. 103. Funds are hereby authorized to 

be appropriated tor fiscal year 1989, subject 
to section 106, in accordance with section 
660 of the Department of Energy Organiza
tion Act tor plant and capital equipment 
(including planning, construction, acquisi
tion, and mocl'i/ication of facilities, includ
ing land acquisition) tor the foUowing prior 
year civilian research and development 
projects: 

(1) Fossil energy, project numbered 88-F-
100, $3,500,000; 

(2) Nuclear energy, project numbered 86-
N-105, $21,160,000; 

(3) Magnetic fusion energy, project num
berecl88-R-92, $24,000,000; 

(4) Supporting research and technical 
analysis, a total of $92,929,000, including 
projects numbered 88-R-802, $1,445,000; 88-
R-804, $1,330,000; 88-R-805, $1,946,000; 88-
R-806, $3,448,000; 88-R-807, $2,150,000; 88-
R-809, $1,000,000; 88-R-812, $3,950,000; 88-
R-814, $2,060,000; 88-R-817, $980,000; 88-R-
403, $6,500,000; 87-R-403, $4,000,000; 87-R-
405, $9, 700,000; 87-R-406, $30,000,000; 87-R-
752, $600,000; 87-R-753, $3,600,000; 87-R-
755, $500,000; 87-R-756, $3,134,000; 87-R-
757, $460,000; 87-R-758, $1,585,000; 86-R-
726, $464,000; 85-R-706, $312,000; 85-R-707, 
$375,000; 84-ER-103, $490,000; 88-R-830, 
$11, 787,000; 86-R-801, $1,113,000; 

(5) Environmental research and develop-
ment, project numbered 87-R-130, 
$7,610,000; and 

(6) General science and research, a total of 
$82,132,000 including projects numbered 86-
R-105, $14,000,000; 87-R-203, $64,500,000; 
86-R-104, $3,632,000. 

NEW CONSTRUCTION 
SEc. 104. Funds are hereby authorized to 

be appropriated tor fiscal year 1989, subject 
to section 106, in accordance with section 
660 of the Department of Energy Organiza
tion Act for plant and capital equipment 
(including planning, construction, acquisi
tion, and moclf/ication of facilities, includ
ing land acquisition) tor the foUowing new 
civilian research and development projects: 

(1) Fossil energy, a total of $9,000,000, in-
cluding projects numbered 89-F-101, 
$4,800,000; 89-F-102, $4,200,000; 

(2) Solar energy, a total of $4,250,000, in-
cluding projects numbered 89-C-700, 
$4,000,000; and SERI GPP, $250,000; 

(3) Nuclear energy, a total of $20,200,000 
including projects numbered 89-N-111, 
$7,500,000; 89-N-112, $3,400,000; 89-N-113, 
$3,800,000; 89-N-115, $2,000,000; 89-N-120, 
$3,500,000; 

(4) Environmental research and develop-
ment, project numbered 89-R-120, · 
$3,500,000; 

(5) Magnetic fusion energy, project num
bered GP-E-900, $8,900,000; 

(6) Supporting research and technical 
analysis, a total of $44,469,000 including 
projects numbered 89-R-116, $1,000,000; 89-
R-401, $720,000; 89-R-400, $4,900,000; 89-R-
113, $1,500,000; 89-R-112, $1,000,000; 89-R-
111, $668,000; 89-R-110, $854,000; 89-R-109, 
$1,100,000; 89-R-108, $2,520,000; 89-R-107, 
$250,000; 89-R-106, $200,000; 89-R-105, 
$1,625,000; 89-R-104, $300,000; 89-R-103, 
$409,000; 89-R-102, $645,000; 89-R-101, 
$150,000; 89-R-100, $350,000; 89-R-770, 
$2,500,000; 89-R-600, $1,580,000; 89-R-601, 
$20,000,000; GPP-strategic facilities utiliza
tion program, $198,000; 89-R-117, 
$2,000, 000; and 

(7) General science and research, a total of 
$45,768,000 including projects numbered 89-
R-202, $15,000,000; 89-R-301, $11, 700,000; 
GP-E-302, $5,318,000; 89-R-501, $1, 700,000; 
GP-E-500, $500,000; GP-E-103, $5, 750,000; 
89-R-201, $2,600,000 GP-E-300, $3,200,000. 

UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 
SEc. 105. To the extent approved in appro

priations acts, the Secretary of Energy is au
thorized to utilize $101,370,000 in unobligat
ed balances, which were previously author
ized and remain in the accounts of the pro
grams and activities authorized in this act 
to reduce the sums authorized tor the pro
grams and activities in this act, 6Xcept that 
this authority is not applicable to the gener
al science and research account; the energy 
conservation, transportation research and 
development account; the biological and en
vironmental research account,· the environ
ment, safety and health account,· and the liq
uefied gaseous fuels test facility accounL 

GENERAL REDUCTION 
SEc. 106. The amounts authorized herein 

shall be reduced by a total of 6. 63 per 
centum after credit is applied tor unobligat
ed balances authorized tor the purposes of 
this act pursuant to section 105, except that 
this reduction shall not apply to the energy 
conservation, transportation research and 
development account f$54,800,000); biologi
cal and environmental research account 
($249,000,000); environment, safety and 
health account f$110,000,000); and the lique
fied gaseous fuels test facility account 
($766,000). 

SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER PROJECT 
SEc. 107. (1) Funds are hereby authorized 

to be appropriated tor fiscal year 1989, sub
ject to section 106, and tor fiscal years 1990, 
and 1991 in accordance with section 660 of 
the Department of Energy Organization Act 
tor the Superconducting Super Collider 
project as follows: 

fa) operating expenses, $64,000,000; 
$56,000, 000; $38,000, 000; respectively; 

fb) capital equipment, $16,000,000; 
$34,000,000; $118,000,000; respectively; 

(c) technical systems development, operat
ing expenses and capital equipment tor 
fiscal year 1989, $67, 700,000; and, 

fd) project numbered 89-R-450, $0.0; 
$585,000,000; $618,000,000; respectively. 

(2) FOREIGN PARTICIPATION.-(a) The Secre
tary shall seek to obtain commitments tor 
foreign participation in the Superconduct
ing Super Collider project at a level not to 
exceed 25 per centum of the total estimated 
costs of the projecL 

(b) The Secretary shall, in a regular and 
timely fashion, consult with, and by the be
ginning of fiscal year 1990 submit written 
reports to the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources of the Senate on: (i) the 
extent and nature of the assistance which 

the Secretary detennines is most likely to be 
made available tor the Superconducting 
Super Collider by foreign entities; (ii) f! a 25 
per centum foreign participation level is not 
attainable, then the Secretary of Energy 
shall explain why he has been unable to 
attain this level of foreign participation and 
the implications of the lack of substantial 
foreign participation with respect to future 
funding tor the project; and (3) the manner 
in which the competitiveness ot domestic in
dustries may be affected by the acceptance 
of foreign offers of participation in the con
struction and operation of the Supercon
ducting SuperCollider. 

(3)(a) ELIGIBLE CONTRACT RECIPIENTS.-The 
Secretary shall, to the extent feasible, award 
contracts under this subsection only to-

(i) firms domiciled in the United States 
which have a maJority ot ownership by 
United States nationals; or 

fii) foreign firms based in a country that 
is contributing substantially to the project; 
or 

(iii) foreign firms that will carry out a 
maJority of all contractual activities within 
the United States. 

(b) None of the limitations in subsection 
fa) shall apply to joint-ventures with a 
United States company expressly organized 
to bid for Superconclucting Super Collider 
contracts. 

(c) For contracts that cannot be fulfilled 
from sources which meet the requirements of 
subsection (a) or can only be fulfilled at a 
prohibitively high cost, the Secretary shall 
report to the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology in the House and the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources in 
the Senate stating the reasons tor the con
tract award within thirty days of awarding 
such contracL 

(4) FOREIGN MANUFACTURE.-The Secretary 
of Energy shall not pennit more than thirty
three and one-third per centum of any maJor 
system or component of the Superconduct
ing Super Collider facility to be manu.tac
tured in a foreign country unless the Secre
tary of Energy finds that such system or 
component is not available from a domestic 
manu.tacturer and the Secretary of Energy 
provides sixty days notice prior to entering 
into such a commitment to the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology of the 
House of Representatives, and the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources of the 
Senate. 

(5) CONFLICT OF [NTEREST.-(a) Except as 
provided in subsection (2), the Secretary of 
Energy shall not enter into any agreement 
to manage or in any way control or support 
the operation of the Superconducting Super 
Collider facility with any persons providing 
advice, program direction, oversight, or 
other management assistance to the Depart
ment of Energy on the Superconducting 
Super Collider projecL 

(b) The Secretary of Energy may enter into 
such agreement with such person if the Sec
retary of Energy-

(i) finds and reports in writing to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Technolo
gy of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources of the Senate sixty days prior to con
summating such agreement (not including 
any day on which either House of Congress 
is not in session because of adjournment of 
more than three calendar clays to a day cer
tain) that such agreement is necessary, in 
the best interest of the Nation; and, 

fii) simultaneously publishes such a find
ing in the Federal Register. 
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SCOPE OF AUTHORJZATION 

SEc. 108. (1) No funds are authorized 
under this Act tor any purpose other than re
search, development, anct demonstration. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
o/thisAct-

(aJ no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used tor any program delet
ed by the Congress /rom requests as original
ly made to either the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep
resentatives or the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources of the Senate; 

(b) no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used tor any program in 
excess of the amount actually authorized tor 
that particular program in this Act; a net, 

(c) no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used tor any program which 
has not been presented to either such com
mittee unless a period of 30 clays has passed 
a.tter the receipt by the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and the President of the 
Senate and each such committee of notice 
given by the Secretary of Energy or his des
ignee containing a full and complete state
ment of the action proposed to be taken and 
the facts anct circumstances relied upon in 
support of such proposed action. 

ANNUAL BUDGET SUBMISSION 

SEc. 109. The Secretary of Energy shall an
nually submit to the Congress, at the time ot 
the release of the President's budget, a three 
year budget estimate tor the Department ot 
Energy, including funding estimates tor 
each major account and new initiative. 

REPORT 

SEC. 110. The Assistant Secretary tor Envi
ronment, Sa.tety and Health shall prepare an 
annual report on the status of the Depart
ment of Energy's environment, sa.tety and 
health efforts. Such report shall be submitted 
to the House Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology and the Senate Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources by Janu
ary 1, 1989 and each year following. This 
report shall include-

(1) an inventory of major environment, 
sa.tety and health problems that need to be 
resolved at Department of Energy facilities 
and how the Secretary of Energy plans to re
solve them, including overall cost estimates 
and timetables; 

(2) a list of planned or ongoing activities 
directed to such problems; and 

(3) total funds authorized, appropriated, 
obligated, expended and planned to be re
quested by fiscal years tor such activities. 

RENAMING FACILITY 

SEc. 111. The Los Alamos Neutron Scatter
ing Center is hereby redesignated as the 
"Manuel Lujan, Jr. Neutron Scattering 
Center.'' Any reference in any law, regula
tion, map, record or other document of the 
United States to the Los Alamos Neutron 
Scattering Center shall be considered a ref
erence to the "Manuel Lujan, Jr. Neutron 
Scattering Center". 

DRUG FREE WORKPLACE 

SEc. 112. No funds authorized to be ex
pended under this Act shall be expended in 
any workplace w.hich is not tree from illegal 
use of controlled substances. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan
imous consent that the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute be printed in the RECORD and 
open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? 

AliENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BUECHNER 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BUECHNER. 

Amend page 9, lines 2 through 15, to read as 
follows: 

SEC. 107. <1> There are authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal year 1989 
$100,000,000, for research and development 
for the superconducting super collider. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, 
yesterday and today the House is con
sidering major authorization bills to 
help ensure that the United States 
maintains its leadership in science and 
space technology. We have just passed 
the NASA authorization bill, we are 
presently considering the Department 
of Energy Authorization bill and we 
will conclude later today or tomorrow 
with the National Science Foundation 
authorization bill. I think we all agree 
that increased funding in science and 
space programs is critical for our 
Nation to meet the challenge of global 
competition and to improve the qual
ity of life for all citizens. The chair
man of the Science, Space, and Tech
nology Committee, Mr. Rc-E, and the 
vice chairman, Mr. LUJAN, have dem
onstrated great vision and leadership 
to bring forth legislation that will con
tribute to the long-range economic 
growth and competitiveness of the 
country. 

However, a basic problem exists. 
There is not enough money to fund all 
these worthy projects. The Science, 
Space, and Technology Committee, of 
which I am a member, has a myriad of 
new science and space projects to con
sider this fiscal year. We authorized 
substantial increases for our space pro
gram and the National Science Foun
dation, as well as the general science 
programs for the Department of 
Energy. In all, the general science and 
space programs was increased 29 per
cent above the 1988 level. That is why 
we are offering this amendment that 
will reduce spending on the supercon
ducting super collider while still pro
viding $100 million in research and de
velopment next year. 

My colleagues and I who are offer
ing this amendment are not opposed 
to these increases. In fact, my friend 
from Florida, Mr. MAcKAY, and I are 
the only two members on the Science, 
Space, and Technology Committee 
that also serve on the Budget Commit
tee. During Budget Committee delib
erations, Mr. MAcKAY and I fought to 
ensure that NASA, the National Sci
ence Foundation and superconducting 
super collider received as much fund
ing as possible. However, it became ob
vious that our plate was too full with 
new and existing projects and some
thing had to give. 

The bill before us will commit sub
stantial amounts of money to research 

and construction of the superconduct
ing super collider-$147 million in 
fiscal year 1989, $675 million in fiscal 
year 1990 and $774 million in fiscal 
year 1991. It is estimated that this 
project will cost at least $5.4 billion 
when it is finally constructed. Yet 
some very critical questions about this 
project remain unanswered. 

The amendment we are offering is 
an attempt to set priorities among the 
competing space and science programs. 
It will delete the outyear funding and 
provide $100 million for the sse 
during the next fiscal year to continue 
its research and development. This 
amendment brings this authorization 
bill in line with the energy and water 
appropriations bill which also provid
ed $100 million in sse research. Fur
ther, the $100 million in research will 
allow work to continue in this field, 
while giving Congress the opportunity 
to determine unresolved questions 
such as the extent of foreign partici
pation, State contribution, and rela
tive priority in future budgets. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not opposed to 
the SSC. I know it has worthy quali
ties and it will be an asset to the scien
tific community, although our CBO 
states that its results "are not expect
ed to pay for themselves economically 
for decades, if ever." While I do not 
enjoy opposing my chairman and vice 
chairman of the Science, Space, and 
Technology Committee, we must be 
realistic. If we fund the sse we will 
have to reduce our funding for other 
projects such as the space station. 

Mr. Chairman, although the pri
mary purpose of the authorization 
committee is to set priorities for the 
Appropriations Committee, it should 
not act in a vacuum in which fiscal re
ality is ignored. This bill should guide 
the appropriations committee, but I 
believe that in its present form, it will 
be ignored. 

This amendment adds a little dose of 
reality into the authorization process. 
It allows Congress to continue impor
tant research for the sse in a fiscally 
responsible manner. We simply cannot 
fund a host of space and science pro
grams in the same fiscal year. We 
must make our choices and allocate 
our funds in the best possible manner. 
In essence, we must set priorities 
among the many conflicting science 
and space projects. 

Finally, I am inserting the following 
information relating to the budget im
plications of the sse to be included 
for the RECORD: 

[From the Congressional Budget Office 
Staff Memorandum] 

ECONOMIC AND BUDGETARY AsPECTS OF THE 
SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER 

This Staff Memorandum analyzes aspects 
of the economic spinoffs from previous par
ticle accelerator efforts and outlines the 
current budgetary and fiscal potential of al
ternative sources of financing for the Super
conducting Super Collider <SSC> in the 
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United States. The first section reviews a 
study published by the European Organiza
tion for Nuclear Research <CERN> on the 
economic and commercial spinoffs of their 
particle accelerator program in Geneva, 
Switzerland. <CERN is the maJor European 
Community scientific competitor of the U.S. 
high-energy physics program.) The section 
outlines CERN's methodology and conclu
sions and discusses the applicability of the 
study to U.S. circumstances. 

The second and third sections of the 
memorandum discuss alternative sources of 
funds for the U.S. particle accelerator pro
gram. The second section focuses on the 
costs to state governments of contributing 
to the sse and places these costs in the 
context of the states• current indebtedness 
and their current revenue-raising efforts. 
<The section does not address the question 
of the appropriateness or the desirability of 
a formal state contribution or the precedent 
such an action might set. Nor does the sec
tion address the question of how much 
weight, if any, the Congress might wish to 
place on the willingness of any individual 
state to contribute in the site selection proc
ess now underway. 1 The third section looks 
at potential foreign donors to see how the 
sse might fit into their high-energy phys
ics budgets. 

ECONOIIIC SPILLOVERS FROM CERN 

In 1984, CERN published a report on the 
economic spillover effects of its high-energy 
physics program.2 This study <referred to as 
the CERN Contracts Study> concentrated 
on the secondary economic effects of the 
procurement contracts let by CERN. The 
study's intention was to determine whether 
firms that sold high-technology goods to 
CERN experienced subsequent increases in 
non-CERN sales. The CERN Contracts 
Study concluded that CERN contracts gen
erated three francs in non-CERN sales for 
every franc in CERN sales. The following 
sections show that the study substantially 
overstates the added value of CERN con
tracts to the economy, although not to the 
firms involved, and that, largely because of 
differences in technology, many of the re
port's conclusions may not be applicable to 
the United States. 

Summary of the CERN Contracts Study 
The CERN Contracts Study broke the 

economic effects of CERN into three cate
gories: primary economic effects, secondary 
effects, and multiplier effects. The CERN 
Contracts Study focuses on neither the pri
mary economic nor the multiplier effects. 3 

1 The Congress instructed the U.S. Department of 
Energy not to consider financial incentives in its 
site selection process. 

aM. Bianchi-streit and others, "Economic Utillty 
Resulting from CERN Contracts <Second Study)" 
<Geneva, Switzerland: European Organization for 
Nuclear Research, 1984>. This study is independent 
of an earlier study, which covered similar topics for 
an earlier period. The Congressional Budget Office 
did not analyze the first study. 

s The primary category is the economic useful
ness of the research results themselves. In the case 
of CERN or the U.S. Superconducting Super Col
lider <SSC>, the research results are not expected to 
pay for themselves economically for decades, if 
ever. While early economic use of these results 
would be welcome, these projects are being under
taken purely for knowledge and any other use of 
the results should be considered fortuitous. The 
multiplier effects simply refer to a macroeconomic 
multiplier, which results from all government pur
chases of goods and services. These would be rough
ly the same whether the government were building 
a highway or a particle accelerator. 

Instead, it concentrates on the secondary ef
fects, which are the benefits that come to 
the firms providing high-technology equip
ment under contract to CERN.4 

The CERN Contracts Study used a 
straightforward methodology: 160 sample 
high-technology firms that received CERN 
contracts during the 1973-1982 period were 
asked how much in additional sales the 
CERN contracts had generated or would 
generate during the 1973-1987 period. 
<Since interviews for the study were con
ducted between May of 1982 and June of 
1984, a substantial portion of the stated 
gain in sales was, in fact, a forecast.> While 
the questions asked covered a range of 
topics-such as how CERN contracts affect
ed management practices, quality control, 
research and development, and production 
techniques-the heart of the questioning re
lated to additional sales. For instance, a 
manager had to estimate how much CERN 
contracts had improved production tech
niques and then estimate how much the im
proved production techniques had in
creased, or would increase, sales by 1987. 
Furthermore, the answers were to be fo
cused only on markets relevant to CERN. 
For example, unless specifically affected, 
consumer goods divisions of CERN contrac
tors were excluded from the survey. While 
the survey intent was straightforward, the 
range of questions was complex enough to 
m.inim1ze deliberate exaggeration by the 
contractors. 

Once tabulated, the results were screened 
for irregular data before being extrapolated 
to the universe of 519 high-technology 
CERN contractors. 11 The raw data results 
suggested that each franc in CERN sales 
produced 4.2 francs in added sales. Especial
ly in the electronics, optics, and computer 
industries, however, there were outliers: 
here the CERN franc produced 7.2 francs. 
The extrapolated results were tabulated by 
sector <see Table 1). As noted above, the net 
corrected benefit of each CERN franc to re
cipient firms was 3 francs. s This spillover is 
to the high-technology suppliers exclusive
ly, since they were the focus of the CERN 
study. 

The CERN Contracts Study staff per
formed an additional test to determine the 
overall accuracy of the managers' sales fore
casts. The study included 40 firms that had 
participated in an earlier study that used 
the same method. Comparing the forecasts 

• The CERN Contracts Study did not examine 
what may be the largest spinoff of pure research 
projects: the training of the next generation of sci
entists. Graduate students working on these 
projects are often unable to find academic jobs, and 
may therefore move into industry where much of 
their training may be useful. See Leon M. Leder
man. "The Value of Fundamental Science,'' Scien
tific American <November 1984), pp. 40-47. Howev
er, this training would occur at any basic research 
site. In the case of the sse, where the marginal 
dollar may very well come from other basic re
search, this effect may not result in any net benefit 
to the economy. In fairness to the CERN Contracts 
Study staff, . they acknowledged that quantifying 
the secondary effects completely was impossible. 

5 Of CERN's 6,000 suppliers, the CERN Contracts 
Study classified 519 as "high technology," although 
the study did not define this term. The subsequent 
tabulations included steel and welding, which are 
not often classified as high technology. 

8 Among the other factors the CERN Contracts 
Study staff adjusted for was the effect of the 
CERN contracts prior to 1973. They assumed that 
non-CERN contracts won by CERN contractors 
during 1973-1975 resulted from previous CERN 
work and should not be counted in the 1973-1982 
total. Such contracts turned out to be 15 percent of 
the total. 

made by these firms' managers with the 
subsequent actual events indicated that, 
while individual forecasts were often wrong, 
the aggregate forecast was close to the 
actual aggregate. Tests suggested the differ
ences between actual and forecasted sales 
were not statistically significant. 

The CERN Contracts Study staff took 
this to mean that, on average, managers' 
forecasts would prove to be accurate. 

TABLE I.-CERN AND SPILLOVER SALES BY INDUSTRIAL 
CATEGORY 

[In nillions of 1977 SWiss francs] 

Vacu-
EJec- EJectri. IIIII, 

tronics, cal • Steel 
optics, .. geM:$, and 
com- ment ~· welting 
pulers c:ondiJc.. 

tMty 

Net new sales ........... 2,245 1,025 400 255 
CERN sales ....•••........ 537 472 152 104 
Ratio of net new 

sales to CERN 
sales .............•....... 4.7 2.2 2.6 2.4 

1 Average of ratios. 
Note. -Details may not ackl to totals because of ruuncing. 
Source: CERN Contracts Study, p. 16. 

Assumptions 

l'nlci-
sions 
me- Total 

chanics 

155 4,080 
lll 1,378 

1.4 13.0 

The central, and perhaps flawed, assump
tion of the CERN Contracts Study is that 
100 percent of the sales of CERN contrac
tors are new sales to the economy; that is, 
these sales do not come at the cost of fewer 
sales going to firms that do not have CERN 
contracts. The CERN Contracts Study pro
vides some supporting arguments for this 
100 percent "additionality" assumption. It is 
nevertheless an assumption, and to the 
extent it is incorrect, CERN is merely rear
ranging sales rather than creating new 
sales. While such a rearrangement of sales 
is of great benefit to the firms doing the 
actual work, from a public policy perspec
tive the question naturally arises of why a 
public agency, whether CERN or the U.S. 
Department of Energy, should spend money 
in order to shift sales to one favored group 
of firms. The following paragraphs discusses 
the CERN Contracts Study assumption and 
how it is contradicted throughout the study 
itself. 

While the assumption of 100 percent addi
tionality has some merit, it is given no sta
tistical or anectodal support in the study. It 
is a polar assumption in the sense that it is 
at the extreme end of the range of possibili
ties. At the other end of the range is the as
sumption that CERN contracts generate no 
additional sales In the aggregate and that 
the CERN contractors are merely diverting 
sales that would have gone to other firms.T 
This second polar assumption is the more 
conventional one, and thus' the burden of 
proof lies with the CERN Contracts Study. 

CERN Contracts Study staff argue that 
their assumption holds for two reasons: s 

The relevant markets are growth markets, 
so no firm is actually taking sales from 
other firms. 

CERN buys only leading-edge products in 
these markets, and, by improving the qual-

7 An even more extreme position would argue 
that if the government crowded out private invest
ment in the credit markets, CERN research and de
velopment spending would reduce the funds avail
able for private investment and so reduce aggregate 
contracts. 

8 CERN Contract Study, p. 5. 
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ity of its suppliers, forces the competitors to 
improve also. 

The first argument ignores the concept of 
baseline rates of growth. If a market is 
growing independently of CERN sales, then 
firms in those markets should expect to see 
sales growth. Investors in these firms would 
normally regard the failure to grow as indic
ative that something was wrong with the 
firm's management, product mix, or market
ing. While no European firm may lose sales 
to CERN contractors in an absolute sense, 
CERN contracts may very well depress sales 
growth of non-CERN contractor firms. 

The second argument is simply overstated. 
Not every piece of equipment in CERN's 
laboratories leads the state of the art in its 
particular field. There will be certain com
ponents that are completely novel and other 
components that have substantial modifica
tions and improvements. But to argue that 
CERN is simultaneously providing leader
ship in all aspects of the high technology it 
touches is to ignore the incremental and cu
mulative nature of scientific advance.11 Like 
the first argument, this argument ignores 
improvements in technology that are occur
ring independently of CERN. 

The assumption of 100 percent additiona
lity is also regularly contradicted in the 
study. One of the major benefits the study 
claims for being a CERN contractor is that 
it can use CERN as a reference. The study 
cites one case where a firm used its CERN 
contracts, as the basis for admission to a 
trade association, "and, as a result, was able 
to obtain an increased number of [non
CERN] contracts." 10 The use of CERN as a 
reference for admission to a trade associa
tion, however, suggests a rearrangement 
rather than an expansion of sales. An ex
pansion would come from the introduction 
of new products or from cost reduction. 

In another example cited by CERN, a 
small firm that supplied CERN with "stand
ard, but specialized, hydraulic equipment" 
became the industry standard, increasing 
sales and exports. While there may be some 
increase in sales due to the benefits of 
standardization-consumers benefit by not 
having to compare and choose among com
peting equipment standards-these are 
offset by sales lost by the purveyors of al
ternative standards. 11 In this case, there
fore, there will be some net gain in aggre
gate sales, but there will also be some losses 
for other providers of standard, but special
ized, hydraulic equipment, showing that 
sales are once again being redistributed. 

In sum, CERN probably has, by pushing 
technology forward, increased aggregate 
sales in high-technology products. However, 
there is no supporting evidence offered for, 
and a substantial amount of evidence 
against, the assumption that all or any sub
stantial portion of the new sales obtained by 
CERN contractors were not diverted from 
firms without CERN contracts. 

e In the United States, many government pro
grams involving high technology are not at the 
leading edge of their particular field. For instance, 
U.S. military systems lag commercial systems by 
two to seven years in integrated circuit usage, see 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui
sition, "Very High Speed Integrated Circuits, 
Annual Report for 1986" (VHSIC Program Office, 
December 31, 1986), p. 14. 

10 CERN Contracts Study, p. 11. 
11 These losses could be magnified if the "wrong" 

standard, that is, one that forecloses or distorts 
future technology development, is chosen. See Paul 
David, "Some New Standards for the Economics of 
Standardization in the Information Age" <Stanford, 
CA.: Center for Economic Policy Research, October 
1986), CEPR Publication No. 79. 

Applicability to U.S. Ctrcumstances 
Is there reason to believe that the circum

stances of the U.S. high-technology indus
tries are substantially different from their 
European counterparts? Furthermore, are 
the circumstances of the sse contracting 
substantially different from the circum
stances of the CERN contracting? If the 
answer to both of these questions is yes, 
then CERN Contracts Study results may 
not be applicable to the sse. 

High-Technology Industry. In their Justifi
cation of the additionality assumption, the 
CERN Contracts Study staff argued that it 
is "an efficient mechanism for keeping Eu
ropean industry abreast of international 
competition."12 Simply put, the argument is 
that CERN contracts allow European sup
pliers to keep up with U.S. and Japanese 
suppliers of electronic goods and other 
high-technology products. The U.S. indus
try is in a very different position. While U.S. 
high-technology industries have lost part of 
their competitiveness to Japan's and other 
countries' high-technology industries, these 
losses have occurred to a large extent 
among products of lower technical sophisti
cation, such as consumer products. 

The microcomputer market is a case in 
point. (The emphasis is on the electronic 
and computer goods industries because over 
half of the added sales measured by CERN 
Contracts Study staff occurred in electron
ics, optics, and computers. See Table 1.> Im
ports to the United States from Korea and 
other newly industrialized Asian countries 
consist mainly of less sophisticated IBM
compatible personal computers. IBM, 
Compaq, Apple, SUN, and other U.S. com
panies still control the more technologically 
advanced segment of that market. Since sci
entists and technicians working on particle 
accelerator physics need the best equipment 
available, in the field of microcomputer 
technology they will be pushing for ad
vances in the segment of the market the 
United States already dominates. Of course, 
not all markets divide as neatly as the 
microcomputer market: Japan, for instance, 
has made substantial inroads into leading
edge semiconductor and semiconductor 
manufacturing equipment markets. 

One of the benefits of CERN contracts 
mentioned in the study is that they help 
small firms to export to other European 
Community nations. The barriers to inter
state commerce in the United States are no
where near as high as they are in Europe. 
U.S. industries share legal traditions and 
systems, language, professional and trade 
journals and magazines, and trade associa
tions. Given his lack of internal barriers, 
small firms in the United States should 
need little help to ship elsewhere in the 
United States. 

Procurement. Procurement of high-tech
nology components for the sse in the 
United States may differ from that for 
CERN in two major ways. First, it is quite 
possible that some of the main components, 
such as the magnets or the detectors, may 
be built and donated by foreign contribu
tors. If so, the economy of the nation actu
ally building those components will benefit, 
not necessarily the U.S. industry. In this 
regard the Congress faces a dilemma. If it 
pays for the whole projects, the costs may 
be prohibitive. On the other hand, the 
major international interest in contributing 
financially has been expressed in precisely 
those areas, the superconducting magnets 

12 CERN Contract Study, p. 5. 

and the detectors, where spinoffs for con
tractors, whether through new products or 
reduced costs, are most likely. 

The second way in which procurement for 
the SSC may differ from CERN procure
ment is that the market for superconduc
tors is about to change dramatically. The 
development of high-temperature supercon
ductors may make the market for supercon
ductors much larger. At the same time, it 
may change many of the skills needed in 
handling superconductors. For instance, it is 
much less difficult to work with liquid nitro
gen than with liquid helium. Consequently, 
much of the expertise required for current 
superconductors may become superfluous. 
It is too early to tell whether market pres
ence in the low-temperature superconductor 
market will be of benefit in the emerging 
high-temperature superconductor market. 
For instance, none of the major vacuum 
tube makers successfully made an early 
transition into semiconductor manufactur
ing, despite the similarity of uses. Since $1.2 
billion <in fiscal year 1986 dollars> allocated 
to the sse is being spent on the supercon
ducting magnets and associated infrastruc
ture, a substantial portion of the high-tech
nology components of the sse may quickly 
become commercially obsolete and hence 
produce very few spinoffs. 13 On the other 
hand, they may not. In rapidly changing cir
cumstances, it is inappropriate to extrapo
late from studies made under conditions of 
more stable evolution. 

SOURCES OF FUNDING IN THE UNITED STATES 

The process of selecting the site for the 
sse in the United States is currently well 
underway. After examining submissions by 
many states regarding their geological, in
frastructure, and educational resources, the 
National Academy of Sciences site selection 
panel chose eight finalist states. 14 After one 
state, New York, withdrew its application, 
seven were left: Arizona, Colorado, Illinois, 
Michigan, North Carolina, Tennessee, and 
Texas. The Department of Energy <DOE> is 
conducting further studies, including a 
study of environmental impact, to deter
mine which state provides the best combina
tion of qualities for the sse site. Later this 
year the Secretary of Energy is expected to 
recommend a single state to the President. 

The Administration currently projects 
that the sse will cost $5.3 billion to build. 
The desire to reduce the federal costs of the 
sse has raised questions regarding possible 
financial contributions from the state gov
ernment for the construction of the sse, al
though the Congress directed the DOE to 
ignore possible state financial contributions 
to the construction of the sse in its selec
tion process. The following discussion out
lines the costs of contributing to the con
struction of the sse and the limits on 
states' capacities to contribute. Alternative 
measures of state revenue-raising capacity 
are then discussed. mtimately, however, the 
funding decision is political, not technical: 
do the people and government of the desig
nated state want to spend their limited re
sources on the SSC? 

The Cost of Debt 
The states could incur substantial costs in 

helping to pay for the sse, depending on 
the amounts contributed. As with other cap-

u SSC Central Design Group, "Conceptual 
Design of the Superconducting Super Collider" 
<September 1986), p. 697. 

a National Academy of Sciences, "Siting the Su
perconducting Super Collider'' <Washington, D.C., 
1988), p.1. 



13330 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 3, 1988 
ital expenses, a designated state is likely to 
pay for its contribution with long-term debt 
as a means of spreading the cost of its con
tribution over a long period. This section 
discusses the cost to the states of issuing $1 
billion in debt. 

A $1 billion bond issue to pay for the SSC 
would cost a state between $105 million and 
$109 million per year in debt service. This 
analysis assumes that sse bonds will be am
ortized over 20 years. The interest rate will 
be between 0.5 and 1.0 percentage points 
below the Congressional Budget Office's 
<CBO> 1989 forecast of 9.5 percent for the 
10-year U.S. Government note. u The final
ist states have good credit ratings, and it 
would serve little purpose to attempt to dif
ferentiate the interest rates each might 
have to pay on a hypothetical bond. 

The annual cost per capita of sse bonds 
would vary between a low of $6.50 in Texas 
and a high of $33 in Arizona, because of 
Texas' larger population. This would repre
sent 0.05 and 0.27 percent, respectively, of 
before-tax personal income in those states. 
<See Table 2 for a listing of all the states.> 

State general obligation bonds and most 
state revenue bonds are exempt from feder
al taxes. Consequently, when states issue 
bonds the federal government forgoes some 
income. In the case of bonds to pay for the 
sse, the assumption must be made either 
that sse bonds would increase the aggre
gate number of bonds the state in question 
is issuing, or that they would namely merely 
substitute for other functions the state 
might perform. If a state decides not to in
crease its indebtedness, but rather decides 
to reduce other services in order to contrib
ute to the SSC, then the State's contribu
tion may not cause any new revenue losses 
for the federal government. On the other 
hand, if the state decides to expand its serv
ices to include the sse and must increase 
its debt and taxes to do this, then there is 
the potential of increasing federal revenue 
losses.111 A state could also finance its contri
bution through a mixture of some new in
debtedness and some reduction of other pro
jected debt. It is impossible to know how 
states will act in this regard. Consequently, 
the results of any revenue loss calculations 
should be considered as upper bounds and 
not necessarily the most likely occurrence. 

1 5 Congressional Budget Office, "The Economic 
and Budget Outlook: Fiscal Years 1989-1993" <Feb
ruary 1988), p. 41. For purposes of simplicity, this 
analysis does not include the effects of call and 
other such provisions on the valuation of the 
bonds. This analysis also assumes there are no costs 
attached to floating the bond, other than the inter
est and principal payments. Because state public 
purpose bonds have been exempt from federal 
taxes, state general obligation bonds have offered 
an interest rate that averaged 1.7 percentage points 
below the 10-year Treasury bill rate during the 
1980s. Since tax reform, the difference has de
creased: it was 0.7 percentage points in 1987. 

18 For the sake of computational simplicity, this 
argument ignores the effect sse bonds might have 
on the interest rates of other tax-exempt state and 
local bonds. sse bonds would represent only a 
small fraction of total state issues. In 1986, for in
stance, states and local governments issued $142 bil
lion worth of tax-exempt bonds, see "The Bond 
Buyer, 1987 Yearbook" <American Banker-Bond 
Buyer 1987), p. 11. 

TABLE 2.-COST OF $1 BILLION OF SSC BONDS 

State 

Annual cost per 
capita (in dollars) 

Share of pnJnal 
income (in 
pertenb) 

At 8.5 
percent At 9·0 At 8.5 At 9.0 

pertent percent pertent 

likely to end the lease. 19 Similarly, revenue 
bonds are usually paid for by the stream of 
revenue coming from a project, not directly 
through state coffers. 

As can be seen from Table 3, these alter
native debt instruments have come to repre
sent the majority of state debt. The highest 
level of GO debt <as a percentage of all 

Arizona.............................................. 31.61 32.77 0.26 0.27 debt) is in Tennessee, at 40 percent. Other 
Colorado............................................ 32.09 33.77 .22 23 tates h 1 fi 
Illinois............................................... 9.07 9.41 .06 :os s ave ower gures, and two states 
Michigan........................................... 11.46 11.88 .08 .09 cannot issue long-term GO debt at all. 
North Carolina................................... 16.56 17.11 .14 .15 CBO has founti two finalist states that are 

_f:_~nessee_s .. _ ... _ .. ::_::::_:::_::::_::::_:::_::::_::::_:::_::::_::::_:: _2_~:_H __ 2_~:~_2 __ :~_~ __ :5~ =~~\;~ ~~!~~~:~ ~~v=e~b~ ~~~:r~ 
Note.-Olst assumes $1.0 billion amortized owr 20 years at 8.5 pertent 

and 9.0 percent rates of interest, with semiannual interest payments. 
Source: Congressional Bud_get OffiCe, calculated from Bureau of the Census, 

"State Government Finances m 1986" (October 1987), p. 56. 

Over the life of the bonds, the states 
would pay between $1.1 billion and $1.2 bil
lion in interest income. Assuming the inves
tors are in the 28 percent tax bracket, the 
federal government could forgo as much as 
$307 million to $328 million in tax revenues 
in order to receive a $1 billion contribution 
from the state. The present value of these 
losses would vary with the discount rate. 17 

At a 5 percent discount, the present value 
would range between $210 million and $230 
million. At a 10 percent discount, the 
present value W<iuld range between $160 
million and $170 million. 

State Constitutional Limitations on State 
Borrowing 

Each state's constitution defines how 
much general obligation <GO> debt <backed 
by the full faith and credit of the state> the 
state government can incur and under what 
conditions.18 These terms vary widely 
among states. The principal types of limita
tions include limits on amounts, requiring 
referendums or extraordinary majorities in 
the state legislatures <usually 60 or 66 per
cent> if the limit is to be exceeded. Conse
quently, in most states, issuing GO debt is 
time-consuming and difficult. 

In response to these limitations to GO 
debt, state agencies have devised alternative 
debt instruments, which do not technically 
encumber the state credit yet provide lend
ers with access to a relatively secure stream 
of funds from state activities. These alterna
tive instruments have much less stringent 
authorization requirements. In many cases, 
a simple majority in the state legislature 
<coupled occasionally with approval by a 
state treasurer or bond board> will suffice 
for authorization. Often, these alternative 
debt instruments come in the form of reve
nue bonds or certificates of participation in 
lease purchase agreements and are used to 
pay for a wide variety of capital construc
tion projects. For example, in one instance a 
state issued certificates of participation to 
build a prison. The state would lease the 
prison and, through the lease payments, 
repay the debt. While technically not an en
cumbrance to the state income (if the state 
did not need the prison, it was only held by 
the terms of the lease>, the state was not 

17 While the Congressional Budget Office fore
casts a 9.5 percent interest rate for the 1989 10-year 
federal government bond, these high interest rates 
may hold for the entire 20 years of losses. There
fore, this analysis uses a range of discount rates re
flecting both CBO and Administration forecasted 
interest rates over the next few years. 

18 This discussion is largely taken from the Advi
sory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism, 1988 Edi
tion, Volume I <December 1987>, pp. 102-103. 

ized to issue $500 million in GO debt and 
$500 million in revenue bonds should Texas 
be selected as the site. The State of Illinois 
is authorized to issue $180 million in GO 
debt.20 These two states, however, may not 
be unique in their willingness to incur debt 
for the SSC: other states may merely be 
paying for sse-related improvements, such 
as access roads, water and the like, through 
their highway and water works bond issues. 

Measures of Revenue-Raising Capacity 
The Advisory Commission on Intergovern

mental Relations <ACIR> developed two 
types of measures of states' fiscal capacity 
in a recent report <referred to as ACIR 
Fiscal Capacity Report>. 21 The first type 
measures the taxpayers' ability to pay taxes 
and other levies; the second measures the 
state governments' ability to collect reve
nues. The first approach depends on macro
economic variables, such as state personal 
income, while the second looks at statutory 
tax or revenue bases, such as retail sales. 
This discussion concentrates on the second 
approach. 

TABLE 3.-STATE GOVERNMENT LONG-TERM 
INDEBTEDNESS, FISCAL YEAR 1986 

Total 

Type (In millions 
of dollars) 

General 
obliga-

lion 

0 
0 

3,758 
622 
768 
753 

1,970 

Other 

1,472 
1,998 
8,221 
6,428 
1,826 
1,225 
3,462 

Note.-Details may not add to totals because of rounding. 

Per 
•ta 

:~r~ dol rs) 

444 
612 

1,037 
771 
410 
412 
326 

Per-
centage 

of 
person-

al 
income 

3.6 
4.2 
7.0 
5.7 
3.6 
3.7 
2.5 

Source: Bureau of the Census, "State Government Finances in 1986" 
(October 1987), pp. 34 and 56. ' 

The central capacity concepts used in this 
section are the Representative Tax System 
<RTS> and the closely-related Representa
tive Revenue System <RRS>. These meas
ures start with the commonly used statuto
ry tax and revenue bases <such as retail 
sales), and weight these by national average 
tax rates. Included in the RTS are general 
sales taxes, selective sales taxes, licenses, 

18 On the other hand, most states have balanced 
budget requirements. Shifting from capital ac
counts to ordinary spending accounts could run 
into other limits. 

20 1n late February, Governor Thompson pro
posed $539.3 million in bond funds for the sse and 
the legislature could increase the authorization. 

21 This section is largely derived from the Adviso
ry Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
Measuring States Fiscal Capacity, 1987 Edition 
<December 1987). The purpose of examining these 
measures is not to bias the site selection process, 
but rather to examine the general fiscal capacities 
of the states and the indicators used to measure 
them. 
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personal income taxes, corporate net income 
taxes, and property taxes. The RRS adds to 
the RTS by also including nontax revenue 
sources, most notably user charges. 22 

These are conventional measures, repre
senting national averages. Individual states, 
because of their political histories and citi
zens' preferences, may have tax rates far 
above or below the average or "representa
tive" rates used by ACffi. 23 While this anal
ysis may refer to one or another state as 
being above or below the average or repre
sentative tax rate, this does not imply a 
judgment about the desirability of move
ment toward the average. Because the RTS 
and RRS are derived from statutory bases 
they will not capture all the potential 
sources of state revenue and income. Howev
er, it is unlikely that financing for the sse 
will be a motivating factor for major break
throughs in state financing. On the other 
hand, states with current high levels of tax
ation may be perceived as worse risks by 
bond rating agencies if they have to take on 
substantially more debt for the sse. 

ACm has collected and published esti
mates only until 1985. Many changes have 
occurred since then to make these already 
crude measures even more suspect. For in
stance, the Congress has enacted tax reform 
and the states have responded by changing 
their tax systems. In many cases, the states 
were attempting to capture the windfall 
provided to states by tax reform. Other 
states returned this surplus to taxpayers. 
These changes may alter rankings for dif
ferent revenue-raising efforts. On the other 
hand, despite the dramatic drop in oil prices 
in early 1986, personal income in Texas has 
not declined substantially since the data for 
the ACm numbers was collected.u Texas 
raised and expanded its general sales tax 
after 1985 in response to a state deficit. 

TABLE 4.-COMPARISON OF STATE FISCAL CAPACITY, 
RSCAL YEAR 1985 

State 

Arizona ..................................................................................... . 
Colorado .................................................................................. .. 
Illinois ...................................................................................... . 

:~g~iOi'ina::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Tennessee ................................................................................ . 
Texas ....................................................................................... . 

FISCal effort 
(national 

average=1) 

RTS RRS 

0.96 
.85 

1.06 
1.20 
.93 
.82 
.76 

0.95 
.88 
.97 

1.17 
. 92 
.89 
.81 

Note.-RTS=Representative Tax System; RRS=Representative Revenue 
System. 

Source: Congressional Budget OffiCe, calculated from Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), MeaSIJring State Fiscal Capacity, 1987 
Edition (December 1987). 

As can be seen from Table 4, states vary in 
their per capita revenue-raising efforts. 
Michigan has the highest level of effort of 
any of the finalist states: in both the RTS 
and RRS, the state revenues are above the 
state's "capacity," where capacity is defined 
using "representative" tax rates. By con
trast, Texas has the lowest tax effort meas
ured by either the RTS or the RRS. <Texas 
is the only finalist state without a personal 

u ACIR Fiscal Capacity Report, p. 113. 
aa For an early discussion of local preferences for 

taxes and government services, see Charles M. Tie
bout, "A Pure Theory of Local Expenditures," 
Journal of Political Economy, vol. 64 <October 
1956). 

u Personal income by state for 1987 is not yet 
available. In 1985, Texans had a before-tax person
al income of $221 million. This rose to $225 million 
in 1986. 

income tax, accounting for its lesser reve
nue-raising effort.) 

INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS IN HIGH-ENERGY 
PHYSICS 

Both opponents and proponents of the 
sse agree that the federal government 
should seek international funding to spread 
the cost of the sse over as many science 
budgets as possible. The paragraphs below 
discuss the current high-energy physics 
budgets of potential contributors and out
lines their current science budgets. 

Japan 
According to the U.S. Department of 

Energy, in fiscal year 1984, Japan had a 
high-energy physics budget of roughly $150 
million per year. Since then, while the value 
(in dollar terms> has risen, the effort <in 
physicists) has remained relatively constant. 
By comparison, the total research and de
velopment budget of the Japanese Govern
ment for fiscal year 1984 was $6.2 billion.25 

Between fiscal years 1984 and 1987 <ending 
in March 1988), that budget increased <in 
yen> by 14.2 percent. 

The European Community 
According to the U.S. Department of 

Energy, the European Community as a 
whole had a high-energy physics budget of 
$660 million dollars in fiscal year 1984.26 

CERN accounted for $340 million, or rough
ly half of this. CERN members are current
ly committed to a rival of the SSC-the 
Large Hadron Collider-which they feel is 
cost efficient when compared to the sse. 27 

Most notably, Italy, which is often men
tioned as a potential source of funding, is al
ready participating in three high-energy 
physics programs-CERN, DESY in West 
Germany, and its own Gran Sasso National 
Laboratory. Since the current five-year 
planning cycle in Italy is already well under
way, if not completed, it is unclear how 
much of Italy's current budget remains un
committed. The total Italian science budget 
was $1.2 billion in fiscal year 1986. 

Soviet Union 
According to the U.S. Department of 

Energy, the Soviet Union has committed as 
many resources in terms of people and 
equipment as the United States has to the 
development of high-energy physics. Howev
er, it is unclear what the budget is in terms 
of money. 

Canada 
There are currently less than 100 high

energy physicists in Canada. Although the 
Canadian government participates in the 
projects at CERN, DESY, Fermilab, and 
Brookhaven, among others, it has few facili
ties of its own. It also spends little on high
energy physics: estimates range between $10 
million and $50 million per year. <The varia
tion in the estimates is largely a function of 
whether medium-energy physics and low
energy physics, which include Van De Graaf 
generators, are counted in particle physics.) 
The Canadian government is currently con-

20 The value of the yen was calculated to be 234.4 
to the U.S. dollar in fiscal year 1984 and 248 in 
1985. This estimate excludes local and semi-govem
mental agency expenses. Including these would in
crease the total by roughly 25 percent. See "Japan 
Economic Institute Report" <August 1, 1986 and 
November 13, 1987>. 

28 This analysis assumes 2.256 Swiss francs to the 
U.S. dollar in fiscal year 1984. 

21 Herwig Schopper, the head of CERN, testified 
before the Congress last year, "The hadron colllder 
in the LEP [large electron-positron] tunnel would 
cover the interesting energy range at a fraction of 
the projected cost of the SSC." 

templating one major particle accelerator
TRIUMF-which is projected to cost $500 
million to upgrade and which it may ask the 
United States to participate in. The Canadi
an contribution to HERA, a hadron collider 
at DESY, is reported to have been less than 
$20 million. 2 8 

[From the New York Times, May 20, 19881 
YES, BIG SciENCE. BUT WHICH PROJECTS? 

To govern is to choose, and when it comes 
to spending big bucks on science, the 
Reagan Administration is doing neither. 

Big science projects dominate the Presi
dent's substantial research requests: a vastly 
expensive space station . . . a 53-mile ring in 
which to smash atomic particles . . . an 
amazing map of human genes. These and 
other increases in science spending amount 
to $3 billion for next year alone. Yet much 
of the money would go to poorly analyzed 
ventures whose growth threatens more 
fruitful initiatives. Which ones deserve sup
port? 

The Administration offers no criteria. Sci
entists habitually avoid criticizing each 
other's programs lest Congress react by cut
ting research budgets. But the imminent 
prospect that big projects will squeeze out 
smaller ones has prompted an unusual call 
from Frank Press, president of the National 
Academy of Sciences. He has invited his col
leagues to an unusual exercise in setting pri
orities from among the projects on the 
Reagan laundry list. 

Space Station and Space Science. The 
President wants $739 million to continue 
design of NASA's palatial space station. Its 
likely eventual cost has already soared to 
$26 billion. As its spending wedge grows, the 
space station is bound to crush other, valua
ble space science programs in NASA's 
budget, just as the shuttle did before it. The 
space station's main commerical use would 
be to provide low gravity for research and 
manufacture. That can be offered sooner 
and far more cheaply by the proposed In
dustrial Space Facility. 

Supercollider and Superconductivity. Mr. 
Reagan would lay out $363 million to start 
the $4.4 billion superconducting supercol
lider. This is a tempting but dangerous initi
ative because funds to pay for it almost cer
tainly would be stripped from other physics 
research. Physicists are divided -on the 
project's merits . 

The collider is designed to explore a new 
energy range in search of the ultimate con
stituents of matter, particularly a predicted 
entity known as the Higgs boson. The field 
is of high intellectual interest, and it would 
be a sad day if the United States did not 
remain a major player. 

But European physicists have shown how 
an existing collider ring at Geneva could be 
upgraded to within probable reach of the 
Higgs boson. Buying into the European ring 
would be cheaper. By the time the present 
U.S. deficits disappear, the new materials 
may allow a new American accelerator to be 
built more cheaply. 

Human Genes and Human Hunger. The 
President proposes to spend $46 million in 
determining the chemical sequence of the 
human genetic instruction set. The National 
Academy of Sciences advocates a crash pro
gram, costing $3 billion, but insists that 

28 HERA construction costs were originally esti
mated to be $400 million in 1984 dollars. More 
recent reports suggest much higher costs. William 
Boesman, "World Inventory of 'Big Science' Re
search Instruments and Facilities" <Congressional 
Research Service, 1986), p. 68. 
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paying for the project "must not be at the 
expense of currently. funded biological re
search." Opponents may wonder why AIDS 
research, for instance, should take the hit 
on behalf of a project for which biologists 
say they won't sacrifice a cent. 

Even so, the first step taken toward se
quencing the human genome ranks as by far 
the most promising of Mr. Reagan's big sci
ence schemes. The project offers knowledge 
about the biological basis of existence, and a 
bounty of medical applications. Though re
searchers in time would pick out the most 
interesting parts of the gene set, an orga
nized program to sequence all of it would 
speed the process of discovery. 

Science now amounts to 16 percent of do
mestic non-entitlement outlays. Given Con
gress's pent-up desires for other spending, 
Mr. Reagan has no hope of getting all his 
desires funded. In the absence of any coher
ent Federal policy for science, there are few 
guideposts for picking through the wish list. 
Because he has failed to set priorities, Con
gress will have to try its best to do so. 

[From Business Week, Mar. 28, 1988] 
WHY EvEN REAGAN'S MEGAPROJECTS AREN'T 

GETI'ING MEGABUCKS 
<By Evert Clark> 

When the current National Science Foun
dation budget came up for final consider
ation last December, it met with stiff com
petition. Along with a $30 billion space sta
tion, it also vied with a parking garage at 
Arlington National Cemetery, a trust fund 
for leaking underground storage tanks, and 
housing for the elderly and handicapped. 
The NSF, which supports most U.S. aca
demic science, didn't fare very well. Con
gress increased the agency's budget by only 
5.5%, well below the 17% President Reagan 
pledged as part of his push for technological 
competitiveness. 

In the past the agency's budgets usually 
slid through Congress unscathed. But now 
science funding is taking a beating on Cap
itol Hill, and critics in and out of the Ad
ministration are pointing their fingers at 
the President. Fearing that the U.S. may 
lose its lead in such fields as space, aviation, 
and high-energy physics research, the 
Reagan Administration has endorsed a daz
zling array of high-priced projects. But fed
eral budgets are so tight that the megapro
jects "are now in civil war with each other," 
says a congressional staffer. 

The NSF budget was hardly the only one 
to feel the pinch. Funding for a hypersonic 
aircraft the President had hailed as the key 
to u.s. dominance of world aeronautics was 
cut by 21%, and money for the manned 
space station was slashed by 40%. 

Such drastic cutbacks can weaken pro
grams so badly that Congress eventually de
cides to put them out of their misery. "It 
was sheer lunacy," says an Office of Man
agement & Budget analyst. "I can't imagine 
that a modern country of our size is sup
posed to run this way." And the 1989 budget 
promises to be worse. Representative 
Edward P. Boland <D-Mass.>, chairman of 
the Appropriations subcommittee on hous
ing, warned Reagan on Mar. 10 that unless 
he shifted more money to housing pro
grams, he could "kiss good-bye to the space 
station." 

BREAKING DOWN 

The problem, say scientists and legislators 
alike, is that no one is setting priorities for 
increasingly costly science and technology 
projects. Scientists are asking for too much, 
and the President and congressional science 

committees are trying to give it to them. 
But no one is making tough choices, says 
one frustrated Administration official. "It's 
a crazy, patchwork kind of way to make sci
ence policy," he declares. Adds the manager 
of a high-priority Pentagon program that is 
losing funds despite Reagan's strong back
ing: "I think our system is breaking down
it's just chaotic." 

It wasn't always that way. In the years 
following World War II, scientists forged a 
strong alliance with Washington. Respond
ing to the shock of the Soviet Sputnik satel
lite in 1957, President Eisenhower elevated 
an advisory committee that he called "my 
scientists" to White House status and 
named the first Presidential science adviser. 
That tradition continued through the Ken
nedy years but began to flag under Presi
dent Johnson. And when some science advis
ers openly opposed President Nixon's anti
ballistic missile system as well as the Viet
nam War, he retaliated by abolishing the 
White House science office. 

In 1976, Congress ordered the White 
House to reestablish a science adviser, Presi
dents Ford and Carter each hired one but 
did not form advisory committees. Reagan 
had two but left the science post open for 
long periods during his terms in office, and 
critics say, listened only to scientists who 
agreed with him. Reagan's first science ad
viser, George A. Keyworth II, confirms that: 
Scientists who did not share Reagan's vision 
of projects such as the Strategic Defense 
Initiative program had a "diminished role 
and credibility in the formulation of nation
al policy." 

Few are more concerned about the lack of 
direction in U.S. science policy than former 
Presidential science advisers and technology 
leaders. In a just-published book of essays 
that they hope current Presidential candi
dates will heed, Science & Technology 
Advice to the President, Congress, and Judi
ciary, almost all of the former Presidential 
advisers make a case for having a strong, 
nonpolitical committee of scientists to 
advise the President. The lack of such a 
group allowed science policy to sink "into a 
real morass," says the editor of the book, 78-
year-old head of the New York Academy of 
Sciences, William T. Golden, whose report 
to President Truman in 1950 led to the cre
ation of the first science advisory commit
tee. 

Indeed, some former Presidential advisers 
argue that if Reagan had listened to a panel 
of independent voices he might never have 
launched some of his most controversial 
projects. Many scientists were skeptical of 
the $27 billion Star Wars missile shield. 
Others said that the proposed $6 billion 
atom smasher known as the Superconduct
ing Super Collider is a costly toy for a hand
ful of high-energy physicists. Some experts 
also believe that Presidential advisers would 
have watched the space program closely so 
the Challenger shuttle disaster might have 
been avoided. 

FIRST CASUALTY? 
President Reagan, however, is still show

ing no signs of restraint. Despite his agree
ment to an overall 2% increase for discre
tionary domestic spending, he wants to 
double the space station's budget to $1 bil
lion and increase funding for the sse from 
$25 million to $363 million. 

The SSC, which former House Science & 
Technology Committee Chairman Don 
Fuqua <D-Fla.> called an example of "driv
ing beyond our headlights," typifies the 
cross-pressures of science funding. The 
Energy Dept., seven states, more than 70 

large companies, and the heads of 49 univer
sity physics departments are lobbying to 
keep the project alive. But veterans of the 
budget wars already are predicting it will be 
the first casualty when the bloodletting 
begins this year. 

Such lobbying efforts on big-ticket 
projects have put the once lofty science 
community in the same league as other spe
cial pleaders seeking legislative pork. And 
its projects are starting to face similar scru
tiny on Capitol Hill. Unless the scientists 
and policymakers can come up with a coher
ent, affordable science policy, the nation's 
technological leadership could be in further 
jeopardy. 

[From New Technology Week, May 16, 
1988] 

QUESTIONING THE SPINOFFS OF THE SSC 
Supporters' claims that there will be a 

wide variety of spinoffs from the building of 
the Superconducting Super Collider may be 
off base, warns the Congressional Budget 
Office. Research results from the $5.3 bil
lion project "are not expected to pay for 
themselves economically for decades, if 
ever," says the CBO. "While early economic 
use of these results would be welcome, [the 
sse is] being undertaken purely for knowl
edge and any other use of the results should 
be considered fortuitous." 

Moreover, direct economic spinoffs <con
struction jobs, for instance> from the money 
spent on constructing the sse "would be 
roughly the same whether the government 
were building a highway or a particle accel
erator." 

In terms of the economic benefits to the 
suppliers of high-technology components 
for the accelerator, CBO analyzes the often
quoted CERN Contracts Study of 1984, 
which shows that every franc in CERN sales 
to contractors generated 4.2 francs in added 
<outside> sales. In the electronics, optics and 
computer industries, each franc generated 
7.2 francs in sales, CERN found in its study. 

CBO takes a cautious approach to these 
findings. CBO finds that CERN "probably 
has, by pushing technology forward, in
creased aggregate sales in high-technology 
products." But the study could just as easily 
point out that "CERN is merely rearranging 
sales rather than creating new sales. While 
such a rearrangement of sales is of great 
benefit to the firms doing the actual work, 
from a public policy perspective the ques
tion naturally arises of why a public agency, 
whether CERN or the U.S. Department of 
Energy, should spend money in order to 
shift sales to one favored group of firms." 

The argument that the procurement of 
high tech goods will keep U.S. industry com
petitive is also questionable, CBO writes. 
Using the microcomputer market as an ex
ample, CBO says that the U.S. already con
trols the most technologically advanced seg
ment of this industry. "Since scientists and 
technicians working on particle accelerator 
physics need the best equipment available, 
in the field of microcomputer technology, 
they will be pushing for advances in the seg
ment of the market the United States 
alreay dominates." 

Procuring equipment for the sse will be 
vastly different from CERN, CBO writes. 
"It is quite possible that some of the main 
components such as the magnets or the de
tectors may be built and donated by foreign 
contributors. If so, the economy of the 
nation actually building those components 
will benefit, not necessarily the U.S. indus
try. In this regard the Congress faces a di-
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lemma. If [the government] pays for the 
whole project, he cost may be prohibitive. 
On the other hand, the major international 
interest in contributing financially has been 
expressed in precisely those areas, the su
perconducting magnets and detectors, 
where spinoffs for contractors, whether 
through new products or reduced costs, are 
most likely." 

CBO also questions whether, as a result of 
the breakthroughs in high-temperature su
perconductivity, the superconducting indus
try will change dramatically. "It is too early 
to tell whether market presence in the low
temperature superconductor market will be 
of benefit in the emerging high-temperature 
superconductor market." CBO writes. "For 
instance, none of the major vacuum tube 
makers successfully made an early transi
tion into semiconductor manufacturing, de
spite the similarity of uses. Since the $1.2 
billion <in fiscal year 1986 dollars> allocated 
to the sse is being spent on the supercon
ducting magnets and associated infrastruc
ture, a substantial portion of the high-tech
nology components of the sse may quickly 
become commercially obsolete and hence 
produce very few spinoffs. On the other 
hand, they may not." 

In its report, CBO also questions the 
states' abilities to help provide financing for 
the sse, much of which would come from 
issuing bonds. "A $1 billion bond to pay for 
the sse would cost a state between $105 
million and $109 million per year in debt 
service," CBO points out. Since many state 
issued bonds are exempt from federal taxes, 
the federal government will "forego" reve
nues. "In the case of bonds to pay for the 
sse. the assumption must be made either 
that sse bonds would increase the aggre
gate number of bonds the state in question 
is issuing, or that they would merely substi
tute for other functions the state might per
form. If a state decides not to increase its in
debtedness, but rather decides to reduce 
other services in order to contribute to the 
sse, then the state's contribution may not 
cause any new revenue losses for the fede~ 
government. On the other hand, if the state 
decides to expand its services to include the 
sse and must increase its debt and taxes to 
do this, then there is the potential of in
creasing federal revenue losses . . . The fed
eral government could forego as much as 
$307 million to $328 million in tax revenues 
in order to receive a $1 billion contribution 
from the [winning] state." 

[From Physics Today, February 1988] 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE SUPERCONDUCTING 

SUPER eoLLmER 

<By Freeman Dyson> 
The debate over the Superconducting 

Super eollider has given the public a false 
impression that people who oppose the sse 
are opposed to particle physics in general. I 
happen to be a supporter of particle physics 
and an opponent of the sse. Let me briefly 
explain why. 

Continued progress in particle physics re
quires a succession of new machines respon
sive to rapidly changing theories and rapid
ly changing technologies. Nobody is wise 
enough to guess what will be the important 
questions and the important tools ten years 
ahead. Every new machine is a gamble. If 
we build the sse, it might turn out to be a 
glorious success or it might turn out to be a 
flop. In either case, we will want to build 
other machines to carry on from where the 
sse stops. Unfortunately, the SSe is an end 
rather than a beginning. It does not offer 
much hope of further development. It does 

not incorporate a new idea I am afraid that 
it may be a trap, tying our particle physi
cists to an old technology and barring the 
way to newer and more powerful alterna
tives. 

What are the alternatives? I do not claim 
to be an expert on accelerator design, but I 
see a tremendous promise in linear electron
positron colliders. There are many reasons 
why linear electron-positron colliders may 
be a better gamble than the sse. 

Electron-positron collisions are usually 
cleaner and scientifically more illuminating 
than hadron collisions. Our existing elec
tron-positron colliders SPEAR and CESR 
have been outstandingly cost-effective, as 
measured by major scientific discoveries per 
dollar invested. In the TeV range, the ad
vantage of easier diagnostics is likely to 
favor electron-positron colliders even more 
strongly. 

In electron-positron colliders the full ma
chine energy is available in elementary 
interactions, whereas in the sse the energy 
is shared among quarks and only a fraction 
of the machine energy is available. 

The technology of future accelerators 
must move toward high luminosity as well 
as high energy. High luminosity demands 
tiny interaction volumes and extreme accu
racy of focus and timing. All these require
ments are pushing us in the direction of op
tical laser fields rather than radiofrequency 
fields for acceleration. 

The substitution of laser for radiofrequen
cy fields could in principle allow a drastic 
reduction in the length of linear accelera
tors. To take a rough example, a joule of 
laser energy in a 3-nanosecond pulse focused 
into a 10-micron spot produces an accelerat
ing field of 50 GeV per meter. Nobody 
knows yet how to use such fields efficiently 
for acceleration. But we might reasonably 
gamble some fraction of our efforts on the 
chance that we can learn how to build an 
electron-positron collider with linear accel
erators giving us 10 TeV per kilometer. 

The technology of free-electron lasers is 
advancing rapidly and is giving us experi
ence in handling interactions between in
tense electron and laser beams. A laser
driven electron-positron collider is in es
sence only a free-electron laser working 
backwards. The problems of beam instabil
ity are similar whether we are trying to 
push energy from electrons into photons or 
from photons into electrons. 

If laser acceleration works well in the 
domain of linear electron-positron colliders, 
there is no reason why it should not also be 
applied to hadron colliders. We might then 
be able to build a linear hadron collider 
with the performance of the sse, but much 
smaller and cheaper. 

The great virtue of electron-positron col
llder technology is that it can be pursued in
crementally. Our aim should be to build 
cost-effective machines with high luminosi
ty at a variety of energies, able to respond 
quickly to the various opportunities that 
new discoveries will create. 

All these arguments in favor of linear 
electron-positron colliders may turn out to 
be wrong. Likewise, the arguments in favor 
of the sse may turn out to be wrong. A 
prudent gambler places his bets so that no 

· matter what happens, he stays in business. 
If a decision to build the sse means that we 
give up the aggressive pursuit of laser accel
eration and other innovative technologies, 
then the sse may become as great a set
back for particle physics as the space shut
tle has been for space science. A vote 
against the sse need not be a vote against 
particle physics. 

I am grateful to the editors of Physics 
Today for an advance copy of the article 
"New Particle Acceleration Techniques" by 
Andrew Sessler <January, page 26). Sessler 
does not agree with me. His article is an au
thoritative survey of linear electron-posi
tron collider technology. Anybody with a se
rious interest in alternatives to the sse 
should read it. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word and I rise in op
position to this amendment. Mr. 
Chairman, I urge my colleagues to 
likewise oppose this amendment. I 
think we have to really look at where 
we are. Mr. Chairman, we are the 
stewards of this Nation's energy re
search and technology programs. We 
are stewards of big science and little 
science. We have to look at our basic 
science programs and look at big 
projects such as the superconducting 
super collider and put it all in perspec
tive. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this commit
tee has done a worthy job of doing 
that. The administration requested 
$363 million for the SSC. The commit
tee brought the funding recommenda
tion down to $138 million which is $38 
million over the House-approved ap
propriations level. What we are talk
ing about is an investment in this Na
tion's scientific future. The real flaw 
of this amendent is that by limiting it 
to $100 million it does not provide for 
the essential technology systems de
velopment and non-site-specific con
struction activities that are crucial to 
the beginning site-specific construc
tion activities in 1990. We do need the 
technical systems development activi
ties that are related to construction, 
that is, that are not site specific. Also, 
multiyear funding is required to estab
lish a basis for foreign participation. If 
we are serious about our industrial 
participation, we are going to need the 
commitment not only to let other 
countries lqlow but to let the private 
sector know that we are serious about 
the SSC. We did defeat this amend
ment in full committee. I urge my col
leagues to defeat this amendment. It is 
not sound. This is essentially a delay
ing tactic that will lead to unaccept
able project delays and will delay con
struction. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues 
to support the level adopted by the 
committee. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I, too, would join the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee [Mrs. 
LLoYD] in urging defeat of this amend
ment. Let us make very clear that the 
amendment was considered in full 
committee. Let us make clear that the 
chairman of the committee opposes 
this amendment. Let us make it very 
clear and understood that the Repub
lican vice chairman of the full commit
tee opposes the amendment. Let us 
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make it very clear that when it was 
presented before the full committee it 
was rejected by the committee and I 
can only wish that my good friend 
from Missouri [Mr. BuEcHNER] had ac
tually been a little more attentive to 
some of our discussion in the general 
debate and also in the general debate 
and passage of the NASA bill yester
day because one of the points that was 
made over and over again was the 
breakthrough that we have achieved 
in the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology this year that for the 
first time in many years we have man
aged to secure multiyear funding for a 
number of major important scientific 
and technology and space projects 
that are critical to this Nation and 
which are facilitated by making some 
long-range and stable commitments. 

Would the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. BUEcHNER], for example, have 
been pleased if I suggested we retreat 
to single-year funding in the NASA 
budget? I do not think he would. 

Would the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. BUECHNER] have supported it if I 
had gotten up and said no, the 
SCRAM jet and advanced avionics in 
the legislation we dealt with yesterday 
ought to go on this year-to-year, fits
and-starts basis over again with the 
problem inherent in terms of increas
ing costs rather than saving in costs? I 
do not think he would have supported 
that approach. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that if 
we are going to enter this kind of 
debate it ought to be addressed to the 
entire plethora of issues that have 
come before the committee rather 
than singling one out. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman from Michigan 
yield? 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. BUECHNER]. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HENRY] has said if I had paid a little 
more attention to the general debate, 
and he used examples about would I 
have supported a cut in outyear fund
ing on the space station, for example. 

I think we made a commitment and 
the commitment has been continuing 
on the space station. We are in direct 
competition with the Soviet Union. 
There are innumerable numbers of sci
entists that have said we should be in 
space and there are direct spinoffs 
from that. 

0 1030 
I would just ask the gentleman to 

tell me one specific spinoff that he is 
aware of that the sse. if it is built, 
will contribute other than providing 
employment for people in the selected 
site. 

Mr. HENRY. I am pleased the gen
tleman raised the question. The fact is 
at the point in time when we began 

the space program in the 1950's and 
1960's, we did not know what the spin
offs were going to be either. At that 
point space represented a kind of in
vestment in hard science without 
knowing the practical utilitarian ap
plied impacts it was going to have, not 
only in terms of our national self-in
terest but in terms of the economic 
growth that was going to be affected 
by that. The whole nature of this 
project, of course, is such that we 
cannot predict with certitude what the 
spinoffs are, but I am sure the gentle
man would not contest the fact that 
what is at issue here with the sse is 
not whether or not an sse is going to 
be built. The only question is when it 
is going to be built and where it is 
going to be built. If the gentleman 
wants to get up here and suggest that 
we ought to yield the supremacy that 
this Nation enjoys in high-energy 
physics to the European Community 
or to the Pacific Rim nations, he 
ought to get up and say that. But this 
is not in our national interest because 
of the fact that it represents base sci
ence in an area in which we enjoy su
premacy. 

Let me just continue here. We are 
just at this point finishing a draft 
report of the Science and Technology 
Task Force established by this com
mittee. I am sure the gentleman from 
Missouri knows we are circulating this, 
and those of us who have been on the 
task force are making comments and 
sending them back to the distin
guished chairman, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MAcKAY], and one 
of the premier recommendations of 
that task force report is that we need 
a long-term multiyear commitment in 
basic-science projects. That happens 
to be one of the premier recommenda
tions of the work of the committee, of 
this task force, which has been going 
on for 4 years. It seems to me highly 
inconsistent in two ways: One, to 
single out one project in a way in 
which other multiyear projects are not 
being treated and, second, it flies in 
the face of our own task force recom
mendations. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, this is a 
good bill. The superconductor super 
collider is one issue that I happen to 
agree, however, that ought to be re
moved and I support the Buechner 
amendment. I do so with some trepida
tion because, after listening to the 
gentleman from Michigan, I almost 
feel like a member of the Flat Earth 
Society opposing something that 
might have long-term scientific and 
technological consequences for the 
United States. 

The ultimate issue is we have got to 
make priorities. We have got to make 
judgments, because there are a lot of 

things that we could do in our society 
to improve our research and develop
ment, but we only have a certain 
number of dollars to do that with. If 
we go with this project which has ob
viously some scientific value, it is with
out a doubt going to jeopardize a 
whole slew of other science projects 
that will be reduced, and in the dis
senting views there is a description of 
some of those science projects. I be
lieve that if Members are for the su
perconducting super collider in the 
amounts that are funded in the bill, 
they will inevitably reduce a whole 
range of other science projects that 
have great value to our society. 

Second of all, it is worth pointing 
out that we have just appropriated 
$100 million next year for this project, 
and the authorization is for not only 
$40-some-odd million this year, but in 
the outyears up to $1.5 billion, and it 
seems to me incongruous that we 
would go ahead and authorize now 
more this year and for the outyears 
than we have already appropriated. 

A vote for this amendment is a good 
way to save some dollars, I would say 
to my colleagues, at a time of very 
tight fiscal policy. 

I must also tell you this: This is one 
of these projects that had great inter
est. It had great interest when we 
thought we were going to locate it in 
every State in the country. I sat at the 
authorization hearings, on the super 
collider, and I witnessed Governor 
after Governor after Governor come 
down and tell us that this is the great
est project in the history of the Ameri
can civilization, and it just so hap
pened that they were trying to get it 
located in their State. When, in fact, 
we pressed a lot of these Governors 
and other State officials about, "Well, 
if the project were not located in your 
State, how would you feel about it," 
the level of intensity dramatically re
duced. 

I do not want to say that this project 
is strictly a public works project, be
cause I also believe that it has some 
scientific value, but I think it has 
taken on more of a public works orien
tation than science. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
think that we should make that com
parison, that is, coming back and 
saying we have to build a structure. It 
is not the structure that is the issue 
here at all. It is what we are going to 
use the structure for. It is like saying 
because we build a college laboratory 
that it is there for a public works pro
gram. It is the use of what we are 
going to make it. I think we should not 
clutter up this debate with the point 
of view of making the reference that 
this is a public works project, and even 
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it it were, it would not be the last bad 
thing in the world for America. The 
fact remains, for clarity, we have to 
build a structure to do this particular 
high-level-technology research facili
ty, and without the structure, one 
cannot do it. I think that ought to be 
made clear right at the very begin
ning. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I did not say the 
project did not have some scientific 
value, but I do think that what has 
driven this thing for the last few years 
is the fact that many people wanted to 
see it built in their State, and that 
took over and kind of cloaked the sci
entific value of what we are doing. 

The other point that I would say is 
this: When one talks to scientists not 
only in this country but around the 
world about this particular project, 
there is no unanimity that this is the 
way to go to deal with high-energy 
physics. A lot of folks say that these 
activities can be simulated. More and 
more now people are saying that one 
can do a much smaller hole in the 
ground than the one that we are talk
ing about building here. I would hate 
to commit ourselves to $1.5 billion, or 
however many dollars it is over a long
term period of time when the science 
is so dramatically changing in the area 
of high-energy physics. 

This is a good amendment. It allows 
us to save some dollars at a time of 
enormous Federal deficits. It allows us 
to continue the research, $100 million, 
which the amendment of the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. BUECHNER] 
allows. It allows us to be in conformity 
with our appropriations bill which I 
believe the committee the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BEVILL] reported 
to this floor, so Members will not have 
to vote against an amendment and, 
therefore, adding more money to the 
budget than what they voted for in 
the appropriation bill. Therefore, a 
vote for the amendment of the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. BUECHNER] is 
consistent with the appropriations bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK
MAN] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. GLICK
MAN was allowed to proceed for 1 addi
tional minute.) 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Is the gentleman aware that the 
basic magnet, the superconducting 
magnet, this 54-foot-long, 17-foot-in-di
ameter, very technologically intensive 
magnet, has still not been built to a 
specification that can be repeated, and 
that continuing with research and de
velopment before we go the whole 9 
yards makes some sense? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I am not specifi
cally aware of that, but I am specifi-

cally aware that there are a lot of 
scentific thresholds that we have got 
to jump through before we are really 
able to utilize a superconducting super 
collider, and that is another reason to 
adopt the Buechner amendment to 
perhaps not commit ourselves to a 
massive amount of out-of-year fund
ing. 

Mr. RITTER. The fact is we are not 
ready to go ahead with building 53 
miles of these magnets since we do not 
have the first one. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I wade into this con
troversy with fear and trembling, but I 
believe there are several matters 
which should be emphasized and re
drawn to the attention of this body. 

First of all, I think we should 
remind ourselves that when the rec
ommendation was made by the Presi
dent of the United States that this 
should be a national priority, that the 
figures that were talked about were in 
the billions of dollars. That has been 
pruned or trimmed back now to where 
we are talking in terms of only mil
lions of dollars. 

I suggest to the Members that the 
appropriation for the sse has already 
been reduced by some $225 million, 
and if we adopt this amendment and 
continue to hammer away at it, we will 
not have enough money here to com
plete the survey work. I suggest that 
the attention of the House should be 
refocused on some testimony recently 
by eminent scientists in this country, 
some of whom place this project ahead 
of the space station. 

0 1040 
Not having a background in science, 

it would be difficult for me, impossible 
for me to tick off at this time the ben
efits that will accrue to our fellows 
throughout the world if we proceed 
with this project. But I suggest that 
what is apparent and evident to me is 
that the body seems to be, some Mem
bers of the body, seem to be seized by 
a fear of the unknown. 

I suggest we need to oppose this 
amendment. The $147 million is cer
tainly small enough to indicate that 
this is a project we should pursue, that 
this is a path we should continue on in 
this country, and I ask my fellow 
Members of the House to oppose the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Missouri. I think what he would really 
prefer to do in his heart, as some 
others who have spoken, is to see the 
funding reduced to nothing so that we 
will have to abandon the project. Ire
spectfully suggest that the funding 
has been reduced to bare minimum 
and that we should oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. MORRISON of Washington. 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. VALENTINE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. MORRISON of Washington. 
Mr. Chairman, I just want to support 
the gentleman's argument and speak 
in opposition to the amendment of the 
gentleman from Missouri. I feel that 
the position taken by the committee 
reflects a number of hours, hundreds 
of hours of hearings and deliberation 
in this area and I feel we must contin
ue with at least that level of authori
zation or we run the risk of losing a 
project that is vitally important as we 
look to the future maintaining of the 
U.S. lead in the science and technolo
gy area. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VALENTINE. I yield to the gen

tleman from Missouri. 
Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman made a remark about some 
people have placed it in a higher prior
ity over the space station. Dr. Press, of 
course, is in the National Science 
Foundation and is into pure science. 
But does the gentleman not admit 
that there is a national consensus 
about space whereas there really has 
been no national dialog, at least at the 
grassroots level, about superconducti
vity and the super collider in particu
lar? 

Mr. VALENTINE. I would say to the 
gentleman from Missouri I believe 
there has been significant and wide
spread discussion, and there is greater 
understanding of this program and of 
this project in the country. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Excuse me, but if 
the gentleman will yield again, I am 
not talking about the scientific com
munity, I am talking about the Ameri
can public, the people who send us up 
here. 

Mr. VALENTINE. I think the people 
send us up here for leadership, and 
the benefits of the space program are 
evident. We have had that to judge 
now for many, many years. 

Mr. Bu""ECHNER. I agree with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. VALENTINE. I do not think it is 
a fair comparison to say that because 
the sse is not as well known as the 
space program that we should aban
don it or that we should cripple it. 

Mr. BUECHNER. If the gentleman 
will yield one more time, the Speaker 
of his House in the North Carolina 
State Legislature came out with a 
statement that if there were State par
ticipation he was going to be opposed 
to it, even if North Carolina were the 
winner, is that correct, if State partici
pation were required? 

Mr. VALENTINE. I do not want to 
presume to speak for the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of the 
State of North Carolina. He is an out
standing man and a good Democrat. 
But that is not his decision. 
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I have seen him quoted, but I am not 

willing to take the position whether 
he is for it or against it. 

Mr. BUECHNER. That was on the 
AP, was it not? 

Mr. VALENTINE. I do not know 
where it was, but there has been some 
statement. I would say he has made 
some statements which indicated that 
maybe he had some question about it. 
But that has nothing to do with the 
relevance of the matter before us. 

Mr. FA WELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say a 
few words. With all due respect to the 
gentleman from Missouri, it seems to 
me that on this, his birthday, what he 
is trying to do is to kill the commit
ment for the superconducting super 
collider. 

After a great deal of work and study 
and review and struggle in a bipartisan 
manner by our Science, Space, and 
Technology Committee, we came to 
the excruciating conclusion of what 
ought to be authorized. I submit, and 
it might sound self-serving, but I think 
the authorizing committee is certainly 
where the real expertise is located in 
regard to making commitments such 
as this. 

But in the bill we do refer to nonsite 
specific development activities with an 
emphasis on collider and injector ac
tivities. We use the word technical sys
tems development, operating expenses 
and capital equipment, and then for 
the outyears we refer to construction. 
That is as much of a commitment as 
the authorizing committee wanted to 
make. We whittled the President's re
quest from $363 million down to $147 
million, and I think the 6-percent cut 
down takes it down to less than that. 
It is a very modest proposal, but I 
think it is just enough so that we can 
make that commitment, and I under
stand just enough so that we will be 
able to bring the foreign commitments 
into the picture, which is tremendous
ly important. 

I think that if we are unable to 
make decisions in this area, as Con
gress has been unable to do in a 
number of crucial areas, we are going 
to find that the sse indeed is going to 
be built somewhere else. Let me quote 
from a letter which was sent to me by 
Steven Errede who is a physicist at the 
University of Illinois. He said: 

At present, the Europeans are hestitating 
on their plans to build the LHe, large 
Hadron collider . . The Russians also have 
plans for building a new accelerator which 
will be highly competitive with the United 
States' own sse. Both groups are watching 
what will happen here in the United States. 
If we do not go forward with the sse the 
Europeans will certainly build the LHe. The 
foreign countries now willing to help fund 
the sse may instead choose to fund the 
LHe in order to maintain progress in this 
field. 

Although the gentleman from Mis
souri professes, and I think he is sin
cere in his statement, that he does not 
wish to kill the SSC, I suggest to him 
that is exactly what he is doing. 

Fortunately or unfortunately this 
project has been presented in a bit of 
a lottery environment because a lot of 
States understandably are interested 
in it. A lot of States and a lot of enti
ties within States are interested in the 
space station and other grandiose 
projects. I have supported the NASA 
budget authorization, and obviously, 
yes, States are interested in this. Many 
of the States that came to this Con
gress, and I might say the great major
ity of scientists who testified over a 
number of days before our Energy, Re
search and Development Subcommit
tee, were solidly in favor of this. I 
might add too that when people say 
this may crowd out other sciences, 
they seem to look only to the sse as 
the bad guy on the books. I just 
cannot understand that. The sse is a 
tool of the future and small science is 
going to use that tool, Mr. Chairman. 
There are people from all over this 
Nation, small colleges and universities 
and professors and postdoctoral stu
dents who will be coming to this cita
del, wherever it is built. And yes, it is 
not as easy to understand, for in
stance, as the space station. But it is 
one of the most exciting projects, and 
as far as education is concerned a 
project that will lure students and 
bring into science many thousands and 
thousands of students who would not 
otherwise have gone into science. 

I hear the buzz word competitive
ness all the time in this Congress, and 
it seems to me what I hear is people 
are anti-long-term basic R&D, espe
cially if it has a civilian orientation to 
it, but something like this can be 
shared all over this Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] 
has expired. 

<On request of Mr. RITI'ER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. FAWELL was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, let me 
take 30 seconds to complete my re
marks. We are talking about a civilian 
oriented R&D program, and I support 
competitiveness. But I look upon this 
in a way as the blasphemy of the get 
rich quick. We are going to grab the 
competitiveness, let the Nobel Laure
ates go elsewhere, steal the technology 
of the future from Nobel Laureates 
from other countries just because we 
have to be first in competitiveness, 
and I think that is selling our science 
infrastructure that our children have 
a right to, and I do not support that 
whatsoever. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FA WELL. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I have the greatest re
spect for the capability and the integ
rity of the gentleman from Illinois. 
We work together closely on the Sci
ence, Space, and Technology Commit
tee. 

But, as the gentleman knows, this 
project is basically in his district or 
surrounding his district, and I think 
that makes a very interesting point for 
all of the Members of this House. The 
great majority of the people who are 
getting up and speaking on this issue 
do have a significant vested interest in 
pushing this project forward so that 
they, as one of the seven States com
peting, can have a final shot at it. 

If Members look around the room 
Mr. Chairman, they will find that 
most of the Members who are getting 
up are from the State of Illinois, 
which is a lead competitor, and from 
the State of Texas. The chairman and 
vice chairman have exerted their lead
ership on this, and they are indeed 
leaders in the science community, as is 
the gentlewoman from Tennessee 
[Mrs. LLoYD], chairman of the Sub
committee on Energy Research and 
Development. But as Members look at 
the vast majority, there are vested in
terests at stake. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] 
has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. FAWELL 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.> 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from llllnois yield? 

Mr. FAWELL. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

<On request of Mr. RoE and by unan
imous consent, Mr. FAWELL was al
lowed to proceed for 5 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
this point is a very important point 
that this dialogue is covering. But let 
me remind both the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania and those who are lis
tening, do we run America's scientific 
programs and its technology programs 
as to what State the particular project 
is to be located? If we do, we are in a 
very, very sad state of affairs. 

Let us take number one the facts of 
the issue. The facts of the issue are 
that 39 States had the right to partici
pate and 39 States did participate in 
the first preliminary program. All 39 
participated. Do we want to say that 
those 39 States participated because if 
they did not get the project they were 
going to run home, and they were 
going to leave America bare naked be
cause they were not successful? If that 
is so, then everything we do in de
fense, everything we do in space, ev
erything that is done in this country 
then would only inure to the benefit 
of one State. 
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The question is not that the super 

collider relates to a particular State or 
a particular site. It relates to the 
people of this country, and the tech
nology and knowledge of this universe 
is what it amounts to. That is No.1. 

And in a fair process, in a fair proc
ess those first States were eliminated. 
Now there are seven States left. It re
minds me of the 11 Indians, and then 
there were 9, and then there were 8, 
and then there were 7, and then there 
was 1. 

I am from New Jersey. We cannot fit 
that in my State. If we could fit that 
in my State, I would be out here fight
ing as hard as Illinois and Arizona and 
every other State in the running. 

The issue is the super collider for 
the United States of America and the 
scientists of our country, not what 
State it would be located in. And I 
would assume that those States, all 39, 
and these Members in this House who 
participated would be really stating an 
atrocity to the American people to 
come back and say I only did it be
cause it may have been located in my 
State or my district. Then the answer 
has to come back as to what is impor
tant to America. Did you do it because 
of the alms, because of the money you 
were going to get into your State, or 
did you do it because it was important 
for the country? 
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And I do not think it is fair to nail 

down any State whatsoever in their in
tegrity or their honesty. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAWELL. I yield to the gentle
man from New Mexico [Mr. LUJAN]. 

Mr. LUJAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I just want to say to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania that that is rather 
unfair to put it on a pork barrel basis. 
As you know, as the chairman said, 39 
States competed but my home State of 
New Mexico is out of the running. And 
I did not drop off my support for the 
super collider simply because my State 
was not eligible. 

So some of us do happen to think 
that it is a good project; even the 
sponsor of the amendment. He is not 
saying he is against the super collider. 
He is trying to bring some reality to 
the budgeting process is what he is 
doing. His State is not eligible, he is 
not for the thing because of pork 
barrel. 

So that is kind of an unfair thing to 
say to the gentleman from Illinois 
that he is supporting it because it is 
pork barrel. 

He has assured me and has told me
we worked together before the elimi
nation of the 32 States and at that 
time he said if Illinois is not chosen, "I 
will still go ahead with the support for 
the super collider," and I am sure he 
would have. So that is an unfair state-
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ment to classify it as pork barrel as far 
as the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. FA WELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
might say I think my honor has been 
fully protected and I appreciate it. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAWELL. I yield to the gentle
man from California [Mr. PACKARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, California is no 
longer in the running for this project 
yet my commitment to it is just as 
strong as it has ever been. I think that 
is true with most Members who have 
supported this project all along. 

I believe the amendment before us 
now would simply send a signal that 
we often send from this body when we 
start a project, a good project, we send 
a tentative signal that says we are 
really not committed to it. And I think 
this administration and this Congress 
has already made a commitment-or 
the administration has-and we ought 
not to send a signal that says that our 
commitment is only half-hearted. We 
ought to go all the way with what the 
committee is recommending and I 
would oppose the amendment. 

Mr. FA WELL. Mr. Chairman, I do 
want to say one thing. I want to per
haps reiterate one thing that this is 
the authorizing committee. I know 
there are a lot of other views in the 
appropriating committees and so forth 
and so on, but I have a great deal of 
respect for the indepth review and 
study on both sides of the aisle, and 
what our staffs have done. They have 
worked with it, they have struggled 
with it. We have had these debates 
within the authorizing committee and 
we came to a consensus. 

In my view, although I speak with 
perhaps some lack of objectivity in the 
eyes of some because I come from Illi
nois, I think the decision of the com
mittee should be upheld. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I first would like to 
start out by saying that the drafters of 
this amendment mean well and I com
mend them for trying to save some 
money from this horrendous deficit 
problem that we face. I too am trying 
in my own way to cut. Evidently, our 
directions have been a little bit differ
ent. But today we are discussing the 
super collider as if it is just a money 
issue. I say that is a problem with 
America. This is a policy issue. 

My God, we have people in China 
that are working for 17 cents an hour, 
people in our own hemisphere, Central 
America, working for as low as 35 to 40 
cents an hour. How is America going 
to compete if it is not in technology 
and the gains that we could make 
through policy commitments, then 
where do we go as a nation? 

Now I have heard all of this talk 
about pork barrel. The first point I 
want to make is Ohio is out of it. I 
would like to see Ohio get it. Ohio in
vested $1 million of its own money to 
show the assets of the State that 
would really be a good venture for the 
collider. The point is it was not accept
ed. 

But this project is going to be locat
ed in America. And I do not know of 
any chairman since I have been in 
Congress who is any fairer than Mr. 
RoE. Anybody that had a shot at the 
collider took their best shot and there 
were good standards to select, and the 
criteria made a lot of sense. 

So I would like to say that here we 
are as a Congress again looking a little 
bit wishy-washy. I think we have a 
three-year authorization; we should 
let the world know that America is 
going forward, we will retain our lead
ership in science and technology and 
that is the only way we can compete. 

If we look at the past, folks, we let 
the Japanese come in and take photos 
of our steel mills and they went back 
and they took those pictures, they 
took our technology, they built the 
steel mills and now they have the steel 
jobs. 

So I think it is prudent that we move 
forward with the superconductor 
super collider. We do not show this 
wishy-washy slipping around type of 
attitude that seems to exist here but 
let us show our commitment. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words and I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the amend
ment that is being offered, while well
intentioned, is inappropriate for this 
particular project. It would reduce 
funding from $147 million, less the 6-
percent reduction in the authorizing 
bill, to $100 million. 

Now, $100 million is a nothing figure 
in terms of what it takes to build this 
project. It is more than we need to 
continue research, but it is not enough 
to actually begin construction of the 
project. 

I would point out that the Presi
dent's budget requested $363 million; 
the budget conference resolution be
tween the House and the Senate funds 
it at $140 million; the Senate has indi
cated they are willing to fund it at a 
higher level, $175 to $200 million, and 
this $100 million number is the 
number that the Committee on Appro
priations and the appropriation bill 
came out ·with, but it is really not 
enough to begin the project. 

I would like to also point out that 
when our good friend from Pennsylva
nia talks about vested interests, I 
think we would all plead guilty to 
that. We do have a vested interest and 
our vested interest is to keep the 
United States No.1 in high technology 
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research which does result, if you stay 
No.1 in the research, you are going to 
stay No. 1 in the spinoffs, in the com
mercialization that results from such 
research. 

And this project does have value. We 
are talking about it like it is just some 
big pork barrel project, but it is a lot 
more than that. 

The United States has been No. 1 in 
high energy physics research since the 
turn of the 20th century. Because of 
that we have seen such things develop 
in this country as radar, as television, 
as microchip technology, magnetic res
onance imaging and now we are at the 
forefront of superconductivity re
search and we are at that point be
cause we have been emphasizing re
search on the superconductor project 
itself. 

Our goal is nothing more than to 
keep the United States No. 1. I would 
point out that according to Dr. Alvin 
W. Trivelpiece, formerly with the De
partment of Energy, claims one-third 
of our gross national product is direct
ly related to research that has been 
done in the high energy physics field. 

The United States is not going to be 
No. 1 in low labor costs and we do not 
want to be. The United States, except 
in a few rare cases, cannot be No. 1 in 
low material costs. The only thing 
that we can be No. 1 in is using our 
brainpower, using our technology and 
that requires that we do projects like 
the sse. 

Now this project does have broad 
support. I have in my hand a listing of 
various distinguished scientists and 
Government leaders from around the 
country who have spoken of their sup
port for the project: 

Leon M. Lederman, Director, Fermi Na
tional Accelerator Laboratory. 

Chris Quigg, Deputy Director, SSC Cen
tral Design Group. 

John Bardeen, Professor of Physics, Uni
versity of Illinois at Champaign-Urbana, 
Nobel Prizes in Physics, 1972, 1956. 

S.D. Bechtel, Jr., Chairman of the Board, 
Bechtel Group, Inc. 

James J. Blanchard, Governor, State of 
Michigan. 

J. Fred Bucy, Chairman, Texas Scientific 
Advisory Council. 

Peter Carruthers, Professor of Physics, 
University of Arizona. 

William P. Clements, Jr., Governor, State 
of Texas. 

J.W. Cronin, Professor of Physics, Univer
sity of Chicago, Nobel Prize in Physics, 
1980. 

Sidney Drell, Professor of Physics, Stan
ford University. 

George B. Field, Professor of Astronomy, 
Harvard University. 

Val L. Fitch, Professor of Physics, Prince
ton University, Nobel Prize in Physics, 1980. 

Paul H. Frampton, Professor of Physics, 
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 

Robert A. Frosch, Vice President, General 
Motors Corporation. 

Mary K. Gaillard, Staff Scientist, Law
rence Berkeley Laboratory, and Professor of 
Physics, University of California at Berke
ley. 

Robert W. Galvin, Chairman of the 
Board, Motorola, Incorporated. 

David P. Gardner, President, University of 
California. 

Sheldon L. Glashow, Higgins Professor of 
Physics, Mellon Professor of the Sciences, 
Harvard University, Nobel Prize in Physics, 
1979. 

Mary L. Good, President, Engineered Ma
terials Research, Allied Signal, Incorporat
ed, and Robert W. Broach, Acting Director, 
Physical Chemistry and Surface Science, 
Allied Signal, Incorporated. 

Richard D. Harna, Chairman of the Board, 
Harza Engineering Company. 

J.K. Hulm, Chief Scientist, Westinghouse 
·R&D Center. 

Stanley 0. Ikenberry, President, Universi
ty of Illinois. 

G.A. Keyworth II, Director of Research, 
Hudson Institute. 

T.D. Lee, Professor of Physics, Columbia 
University, Nobel Prize in Physics, 1957. 

James G. Martin, Governor, North Caroli
na. 

Boyce D. McDaniel, Professor of Physics, 
Cornell University. 

Ned R. McWherter, Governor, State of 
Tennessee. 

Rose Mofford, Governor, State of Arizona. 
Uriel Nauenberg, Professor of Physics, 

University of Colorado, Boulder. 
James J. O'Connor, Chairman of the 

Board, Commonwealth Edison. 
W.B. Offutt, Vice President, Technical 

Management, Eaton Corporation. 
George E. Pake, Vice President, Corporate 

Research Group <retired), Xerox Corpora
tion. 

Martin Perl, Professor of Physics, Stan
ford University. 

Lee G. Pondrom, Department of Physics, 
University of Wisconsin. 

Roy R. Romer, Governor, State of Colora
do. 

David N. Schramm, Louis Block Professor 
of Astronomy and Astrophysics, University 
of Chicago. 

Alan Schriesheim, Director, Argonne Na
tional Laboratory. 

Roy F. Schwitters, Professor of Physics, 
Harvard University. 

Glenn T. Seaborg, Professor of Chemistry, 
University of California at Berkeley, Associ
ate Director, Lawrence Berkeley Laborato
ry, Nobel Prize in Chemistry, 1951. 

Emilio Segre, Professor of Physics, Uni
versity of California at Berkeley, Nobel 
Prize in Physics, 1959. 

David A. Shirley, Director, Lawrence 
Berkeley Laboratory, Professor of Chemis
try, University of California at Berkeley. 

James R. Thompson, Governor, State of 
Illinois. 

Charles H. Townes, Professor of Physics, 
University of California at Berkeley, Nobel 
Prize in Physics, 1964. 

Sam Treiman, Professor of Physics, 
Princeton University. 

George Trilling, Staff Scientist, Lawrence 
Berkeley Laboratory, Professor of Physics, 
University of California at Berkeley. 

Alvin W. Trivelpiece, Executive Officer, 
American Association for the Advancement 
of Science. 

Arnold R. Weber, President, Northwestern 
University. 

Steven Weinberg, Professor of Physics, 
University of Texas at Austin, Nobel Prize 
in Physics, 1979. 

Victor F. Weisskopf, Professor of Physics, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 

R.R. Wilson, Professor of Physics, Cornell 
University. 

Michael S. Witherell, Professor of Phys
ics, University of California, Santa Barbara. 

Edward Witten, Member, The Institute 
for Advanced Study. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not want to 
submit this for the REcoRD, but it is 
lengthy, but I would like to read one 
excerpt from the report by Dr. George 
Keyworth, now director of research at 
Hudson Institute and formerly Presi
dent Reagan's science adviser. He is 
talking about maintaining our preemi
nence in the world today. He is talking 
about projects that will do this. And I 
would like to quote: 

One is the SSC. It's going to unequivocal
ly re-establish the United States as the 
world's leader in a forefront area of physical 
research. And the sse is going to send a 
message to Americans and to the rest of the 
world-the message that we intend to be the 
best at something we believe to be of funda
mental importance and that we're willing to 
commit ourselves to make it happen. Long 
before the sse is completed, it's going to in
fluence the way people think about national 
priorities and about national resolve. The 
sse is going to drive home the message to 
our students that it's important to study 
math and science-because pursuit of scien
tific knowledge has been elevated in nation
al priority and because they understand 
that their futures are tied to it. The SSC is 
also going to catalyze heightened support 
for education, and maybe we'll be able to at
tract more of the kind of teachers that our 
schools have been painfully losing for the 
past twenty years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON] 
has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BARTON 
of Texas was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.> 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to point out that 
this project does have broad support 
on both sides of the aisle. It has broad 
support in the country. The amend
ment, while well-intentioned, should 
be defeated. The $100 million does not 
in any way establish our resolve to 
maintain our No. 1 status in high 
energy physics. So I would hope that 
we would vote this amendment down 
and continue forward with the project. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. RITTER]. 

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I have great respect 
for my colleague from Texas and when 
he talks about- the science base that 
the superconductor super collider 
gives to America that is exactly what 
the issue is. It is not sse versus no sci
ence, it is the sse versus superconduc
tivity, high temperature superconduc
tor research. It is the sse versus ce
ramics. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON] 
has again expired. 
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(On request of Mr. RITTER and by 

unanimous consent, Mr. BARTON of 
Texas was allowed to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute.> 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. RITTER]. 

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding further. 

Mr. Chairman, it is the sse versus 
photonics research, biotechnology re
search, ceramics research, all of these 
programs are going to be put on hold 
and cut. The fact is if we are looking 
for a 19-percent increase this year for 
NSF, we will not get it because this 
kind of money is not in the budget. 
The fact is we are looking to expand 
these novel new sciences, yes; we are 
for science, too, those of us who are 
opposed to this massive $1.6 billion 
commitment are for science. We want 
America-the gentleman from Ohio 
talks about the steel industry-we 
want to have an effective steel indus
try, we want to have an effective man
ufacturing base. The fact is the SSC 
robs Peter to pay Paul and all the 
people that the gentleman is talking 
about are high energy physicists who 
support this and those companies are 
vested interest companies who stand 
only to gain from building the sse. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Texas yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to 
the chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
ROE]. 

Mr. ROE. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

You know, to raise the specter
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON] 
has again expired. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan
imous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BARTON] be allowed 
to proceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 
heard. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
object to the 5 minutes, I would not 
mind a minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
was moving to his feet; the gentleman 
has objected. 

The time of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BARTON] has expired. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move the strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by yield
ing to the chairman of the committee, 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
RoE]. 

Mr. ROE. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may have the at
tention of my colleagues: This is 
bound to be a spirited debate, obvious
ly. There are very, very strong feel
ings, as there should be. But I would 
hope, and it would be at least this 
chairman's position, that everybody 
should have the right to speak in any 
way they can and I do hope that as we 
go through if someone asks someone 
to yield or we need a little bit of addi
tional time that we respect both sides 
and not cut people off. Otherwise, we 
cut off knowledge and cutting off 
knowledge destroys the whole debate. 

I thank the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] for yielding. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the chair
man. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
committee, we went through this 
debate, I will tell the Members of the 
House, in the committee; we are going 
at it here on the floor. It is a very spir
ited debate; I think that is worthwhile 
because we are dealing with a very 
major issue here. 

One of the problems is that virtually 
everything that everybody says in 
these debates is true. Is the SSC good 
science? Of course it is. Sure. There is 
absolutely nothing that I could say 
that would indicate that we are going 
to get bad science out of the SSC. It 
would be wonderful to be able to have 
the project. 

Does it have to be located some
where? Of course it does. If we are 
going to build it it has got to go to 
somebody and of course those people 
are going to benefit from having it lo
cated there. 
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Do they have a stake in getting it 

there if they possibly can? Of course, 
they do, and, sure they are going to 
stand up and speak for it. Everything 
everybody says here is absolutely true. 
What we need to focus on, in this gen
tleman's opinion, is the fact that we 
are really dealing with a forerunner 
issue that will consume us in the sci
ence community over the next several 
years, and it is this: How much big sci
ence are we going to do versus how 
much small science are we going to do? 
What are we going to endorse in terms 
of big science versus what we are going 
to endorse in terms of small science? 
How many big projectS can we do 
without totally obliterating any kind 
of ability to do small projects? 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. That is going to be a 
very, very key issue, because let me 
tell the Members that there is an 
awful lot of very, very good science out 
there. Every university that I know of 
has a major science program that it is 
interested in advancing, and every one 
of them is doing good things with it, 
and every one of them would like more 
money. Even if we had an unlimited 

tap of money available to us in this 
committee or in our appropriations, 
there would still not be enough to do 
all the good science that needs to be 
done. And we need to focus on the fact 
that we do not have an unlimited tap 
of money available. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Let me finish my 
statement, and then I will be very glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Michi
gan. 

Mr. Chairman, if we had that unlim
ited tap of money, this project would 
be fantastic, it would be great. So 
would the space station. So would any 
number of other projects-fusion reac
tors and all kinds of other things we 
could come up with. They would all be 
wonderful to do. 
If we had an unlimited amount of 

money, there are all kinds of small sci
ence projects that could be done, not 
only in universities but in individual 
research labs by individuals. We could 
give money to everybody, and we 
would be on that leading technology 
edge. 

The fact is that we are not going to 
have an unlimited tap of money, and 
we are going to have to prioritize. So 
that leads us really to this discussion. 
Let me tell the Members what my con
cern is. My concern does not go to 
where the project is going to be locat
ed or whether or not somebody is talk
ing about it from the standpoint of 
whether their State benefits: it does 
not come from the standpoint of 
whether or not it is good science. I 
have got to tell the Members this: I 
am haunted by the spector of Clinch 
River, because there is a project where 
we spent hundreds of millions of very 
valuable dollars only to cancel it in the 
end. So I am very, very concerned that 
with the division in the legislative 
body that we have, because there is di
vision in the committee of jurisdiction 
here about this project, with that divi
sion I am concerned that we are going 
to end up spending hundreds of mil
lion of dollars and never complete this 
project. 

What will happen then? Hundreds 
of millions of dollars will be lost to in
finitely more important science 
projects all over this country. We 
could have universities and communi
ties denied money so that money could 
go here into a project that we do not 
have an intention of completing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
yield after I have finished. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have got to tell the 

Members that I am worried about 
that, and it seems to me it does make 
sense to put the money up front for 
some R&D to find out whether or not 
we can at least prove conceptually 
some things that will be needed to go 
into this project. But we should not go 
beyond that at the present time until 
we can get a greater consensus. I 
would say to my chairman, and I 
would say to the vice chairman that 
we do not even have a consensus 
within our own committee. If we 
cannot have a consensus with our own 
committee that has a consensus on 
most other science projects, how in 
the world can we expect there to be a 
consensus in the country and how in 
the world can we expect there to be a 
consensus in the Congress? We have 
got to achieve that before we can 
move ahead aggressively at this time. 
We do not have that at the present 
time, and that worries me because I 
see this becoming a project that we 
can spend hundreds of millions of dol
lars on and not get anywhere. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, let 
me yield to the gentleman from Michi
gan, and then I will yield later to the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee [Mrs. 
LLoYD]. Other Members have asked 
me to yield also, and I will yield to the 
gentlewoman from Rhode Island [Miss 
SCHNEIDER]. I yield first to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just remind 
the gentleman that yesterday he stood 
in the well on the floor of this body 
and praised our NASA budget authori
zation on the basis that for the first 
time in many years we got back on the 
track of the discipline and the commit
ments of multiyear funding. 

Let me also remind the gentleman 
that in Dr. Frank Press' comments 
before the National Academy of Sci
ences which dealt with the problem of 
prioritizing these major kinds of deci
sions we face in science and technolo
gy, whether it be mapping human 
genome, biotechnology, applied tech
nologies, or the space station, this 
project in his ranking was above the 
space station which the gentleman 
praised yesterday for multiyear fund
ing. 

Let me also add very quickly that 
the funding for university research on 
any number of these other areas of 
biotechnology, ceramics and all is not 
being reduced but is also being in
creased to address our commitment 
under NSF in long-term engineering 
research. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his contribu
tion, but let me also tell the gentle
man that he knows as well as I do that 
there is politics within science, too. 

Frank Press tends to come down on 
the side of high energy physics. That 
is fine. That is his determination of 
priorities. 

I will tell the gentleman that I did 
stand here yesterday in favor of the 
NASA budget, and one of the things in 
that NASA budget is a very big science 
project that we are committing our
selves to as a nation-the space sta
tion. 

My question before us today is, How 
many of those projects can we do 
before we do begin to have an impact? 
The gentleman says it does not have 
impact at the present time on small 
science. Let me remind the gentleman 
that we are already spending in this 
budget $137 million. That will go up 
enormously in years hence. The gen
tleman cannot tell us, with the limited 
resources available today, that we will 
be able to fund those enormous in
creases in spending and not have an 
impact on small science somewhere 
along the line. I just do not have any 
belief that it can be done without 
having an impact. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

(On request of Mrs. LLoYD, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
woman from Tennessee. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I cer
tainly appreciate the concerns of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. Cer
tainly there is no Member of this body 
that remembers the demise of Clinch 
River anymore than I do. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentlewoman 
would have great knowledge about 
that. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very concerned about what the gentle
man describes. We are stewards of big 
science and small science, and that is 
the reason we have provided the 
money for other science programs, for 
RHIC, for the advanced photon 
source, for CIT, and for CEBAF. 

We cut the SSC budget request $225 
million so we would not be a big sci
ence project that adversely affects 
other science. 

We also included $10 million for uni
versity research. So I would say to the 
gentleman that his concerns, although 
they are real and they are very sin
cere, I want to assure the gentleman 
we have taken care of the other sci
ence activities. This is our commit
ment, and if we cannot make our sse 
commitment today, we are saying to 
the rest of the world that we are not 
sincere about scientific excellence. 
There is no doubt that this would be 
the signal we would be sending. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I say 
to the gentlewoman that I simply do 

not agree with that. I do say that in 
the out-year spending we are talking 
about, for the space station alone we 
are talking about a commitment of 
spending somewhere in the early 
1990's of about $2 billion a year. For 
sse we may be talking in the vicinity 
of $500 to $600 million a year in those 
same years. We are talking about find
ing somewhere in the science budget 
maybe as much as $3 billion a year 
more than we are presently spending 
just for those two projects. 

I know the gentlewoman has taken 
good care of all those projects in this 
year's budget. My problem is that 
when we get out into the next couple 
of years, out in the early 1990's, where 
are we going to find $3 billion without 
taking it out of somebody's hide? 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Tennessee. 

Mrs. LLOYD. This is the exact ques
tion I posed to the Secretary of 
Energy. We had the firm commitment 
of the Secretary of Energy that the 
administration was not going to sup
port the sse project at the expense of 
these other science activities. I share 
the gentleman's concerns. 

Mr. WALKER. But I have got to tell 
the gentlewoman that the Secretary 
of Energy is not going to be there. 

Mrs. LLOYD. The Secretary of 
Energy is committed to address these 
things. 

Mr. WALKER. I am sure the Secre
tary of Energy made a very firm com
mitment. I will tell the gentlewoman, 
though, that the Secretary of Energy 
is not going to be there after January 
of the next year, and we are talking 
about the early 1990's. What about 
the commitment then? We had great 
commitments all the way along on 
something like Clinch River, but some
how or other those ran out too. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, I just want to 
advise my colleagues that we do not 
want to have one particular Member 
or one particular side constantly domi
nate the debate here. I will not object 
at this point, but I will feel con
strained to object should it happen 
again. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser
vation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 



June 3, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 13341 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, let 

me just say that the chairman of the 
committee, I think, made a good point 
a few minutes ago, that we ought not 
to be cutting off this debate. I will be 
glad to yield to Members to assure 
that we have a dialog here. 

Mr. Chairman, let me yield first to 
the gentlewoman from Rhode Island 
[Miss ScHNEIDER]. 

Miss SCHNEIDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
will seek my own opportunity to speak 
at a later time, but now I simply want 
to commend my colleague, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania, and say that 
I think that he has really put his 
finger on the pulse of what the ques
tion should be as we go further 
through this discussion. It is very clear 
to me that we are talking about saving 
$1.5 billion with this amendment. The 
gentleman and I support high energy 
physics. We support the expenditures 
that have been determined by the Ap
propriations Committee of $100 mil
lion for this year. There is no ques
tion, to reinforce the gentleman's com
ments, that other parts of the science 
budget have in fact been reduced. 
Other parts of the DOE budget over 
the last several years have been sig
nificantly reduced, and to be exact 
rather than generic, the nuclear 
energy budget itself has gone down 35 
percent. The fossil energy, coal, oil, 
natural gas has been reduced by 67 
percent, energy conservation has been 
reduced by 56 percent, and renewable 
energy supplied by 82 percent. 
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Let me also further reinforce the 

gentleman's comments, that it is not 
just those disciplines that are going to 
be reduced further in the future by 
being squeezed out by the sse. but we 
are going to see a whole variety of dif
ferent science projects, perhaps even 
some big ones, but definitely small 
ones being squeezed out. 

You will recall that the administra
tion has supported doubling the NSF 
budget, but last year that did not 
become a reality because we did not 
have adequate funds. 

So all the bottom line is, where do 
we find the adequate money to go 
beyond the $100 million? I do not 
think it is there. I do not think it is 
the fiscally responsible position to 
take to agree to have more than $100 
million. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to clarify the discussion about 
Frank Press, the president of--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle-

man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] 
may proceed for 1 additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 

heard. 
Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, we are here debating 
as if no cuts have taken place in the 
history of this authorization. We have 
had cut after cut, State-by-State has 
fallen aside. 

The gentleman from California, Mr. 
RoN PACKARD, still supports this thrust 
totally, even though his State was the 
barb of many of us saying, "Don't put 
it in California because-earthquake, 
earthquake, earthquake." We have 
heard that so many times, I am sure 
that we are sick of it. 

Then I would say to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania and to the gentle
man from Illinois, "God, send an 
earthquake up to Illinois so those of 
us from the other States can say 
earthquake, earthquake, Illinois." 

But I think the gentleman from Illi
nois still supports this wherever it 
goes, as will this gentleman from 
Texas, when it is decided where it 
should be. 

Now, the President started with 
what-something over $360 million in 
this. It has been cut and pared down 
to $147 million, and there are those 
who want to continue to cut it down. 
There are those who will try to tie the 
albatross of foreign participation to it 
in an effort to kill or lessen this. 

Further reduction, Mr. Chairman, of 
this authorization I think sends exact
ly the wrong message to the potential 
foreign participants in the sse. if we 
are to get them. A reduction will say 
to the world that we are not sure that 
we want to build this project at this 
time. 

The House leadership supports the 
bill. The scientific community sup
ports the bill. The SSC funding is at a 
level with what the House supported 
in the conference agreement on the 
budget resolution. 

As a matter of fact, we are in a race 
for excellence here. We are in a race 
to make a determination as to whether 
we want to reach for that position of 
scientific eminence that we knew in 
the late forties and early fifties. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
says maybe we have a vested interest. 
I do have a vested interest. Most of us 
have a vested interest in this. That 
vested interest, Mr. Chairman, is to 
reach for a level of economic prosperi
ty, reach for a level of scientific 
achievement, and yes, even to reach 
for a level of geopolitical strength that 
this country has not known in the last 
25 years. 

Now, I am parochial. I would like to 
see it in Texas. Better than that, I 
would like to see it in east Texas. 
Better than that, I would like to see it 
in my district, but I am parochial for 
the United States of America. I want 
to see it in this country, and that is 
what this argument is all about today. 
That is the effect of lessening this. 

I visited CERN. I have visited the 
area near Hamburg there. CERN is 
currently analyzing plans to expand 
their large electron position. If they 
do that by adding a second ring, that 
is going to sap European participation 
that we need. We need a firm commit
ment to the project this year. 

Is it cost-effective? Well, there again, 
I visited with Dr. Carlos Rubio, the 
Nobel Prize winner, who is there at 
CERN now and others. They say and 
they indicated that there is a $3 to $4 
economic spinoff for every dollar in
vested. Like the water projects that 
this board and this committee sup
ports and this Congress supports, it is 
cost-effective. It comes back to us 
many, many times. 

I hope we will not show the timidity 
that will affect our innate ability to 
encourage those overseas and, yes, to 
encourage the States to participate in 
the building of this fine facility, and I 
urge that we defeat the amendment. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALL of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
know the cost spinoff that the gentle
man talks about. 

Is the gentleman familiar with our 
own CBO estimate that severely chal
lenges that spinoff estimate? 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Well, I am sure 
there are challenges on every side, and 
the gentleman well knows that there 
are reasons to support and there are 
reasons to oppose. You can give off 
the reason that it saps up the scientif
ic community's money. You can give 
the reason that we need it for the 
thrust in space. There are legitimate 
positions on each side, I grant that. I 
am simply stating my own. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further to 
me, I think, though, it is important 
that we point out that the estimate by 
the first individual the gentleman 
stated on the spinoff, those are people 
directly interested in the project as 
possible participants. I am not talking 
about congressional participants now. 
I am talking about the scientific com
munity; whereas I think the CBO 
tried to be at least objective. We use it 
here on the floor to either support or 
deny many projects. 

The object I think is that the CBO 
is supposed to be an objective, as op
posed to an interested party. 

I would hope that all the people 
before they vote in this House would 
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take the opportunity to read both 
sides, both the CBO and those people 
from the energy community that have 
a vested interest in the project. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. BARTON of 
Texas, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
HALL of Texas was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.> 

Mr. HALL of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the distinguished sub
committee chairman for yielding. 

I would like to just make a few com
ments with respect to the concern of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] about the big science, 
little science debate. I personally think 
that is a red herring. I think big sci
ence helps little science. 

I would point out that in the fifties 
when we were all worried that the So
viets were going to overtake us in 
space, we started the space program. 
That did not hurt little science. That 
helped little science. It was obviously a 
big project, but it encouraged students 
to study to be engineers. It encouraged 
studies in mathematics. It encouraged 
a wide range of research into all kinds 
of activities. 

I think a project like the SSC is a 
catalyst for little science, not an oppo
nent of little science. 

With regard to the comment of my 
colleague, the gentlewoman from 
Rhode Island, about hurting other 
projects, and some were mentioned 
specifically, those are true numbers, 
but those cuts did not come because of 
an emphasis on big science. It came 
because the Reagan administration de
cided to deemphasize its role in Gov
ernment involvement in some of those 
areas, not because they wanted to put 
the money somewhere else. 

Miss SCHNEIDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALL of Texas. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Rhode Island. 

Miss SCHNEIDER. Mr. Chairman, 
in response to that remark that it may 
have been the Reagan administration 
that suggested that we reduce the 
energy budgets overall, but if we are 
calling now for one-fifth of the in
crease in the Department of Energy's 
budget to be singled out for use by the 
sse, then certainly we are robbing 
Peter to pay Paul. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. HALLl has 
expired. 

Miss SCHNEIDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this proposal. There are three 
specific reasons that I would like to 
outline for those of you who may not 
have made up your minds yet and who 

are thinking, what is the crux of this 
argument? 
It seems to me there are three basic 

points we should keep in mind. First of 
all, this particular amendment does 
allow us to conform to the appropria
tions bill of $100 million for research 
and development in 1989. One hun
dred million dollars would be a three
fold increase, by the way, in the cur
rent SSC R&D budget, a threefold in
crease, which is an increase more sig
nificant than many other projects 
have gotten. 

The second thing is that we should 
keep in mind that we could have 
future options open to us by providing 
$100 million for this year and this year 
alone. Those future options are very 
important to this debate. We have 
hardly begun to touch on the role of 
foreign participation. It is very obvious 
that since this research that we are in
vesting our Federal tax dollars in is 
going to benefit Japan, France, Ger
many, our economic competitors, then 
certainly some of those costs should be 
shared by these foreign countries. 

DOE has also said that foreign coun
tries have expressed an interest in 
funding anywhere between 40 and 50 
percent of the project, but the com
mittee bill will not allow foreign coun
tries to contribute more than 25 per
cent. 

Well, if we are dealing with a budget 
deficit, and we know that our econom
ic competitors, yet allies, will be bene
fiting from our expenditures in re
search today, is it not a better idea to 
encourage them to make that 40- to 
50-percent investment in research also 
today? This is not provided for in the 
committee bill. 

What about State contributions? We 
heard from various spokesmen from 
Texas, from Illinois, from different 
parts. There will be many local bene
fits available to that State which is ul
timately chosen. There will certainly 
be and should be a financial contribu
tion on the part of the State. 

As a matter of fact, several States, 
such as Texas and Illinois, have al
ready expressed a willingness to make 
substantial cash contributions; but, 
another flaw of this bill, is that the 
committee bill removes all State cost
sharing considerations. 

Now, should there not be some level 
of cost-sharing taking place if we are 
in fact as fiscally constrained in this 
Congress as we say? 

Third, the extent of support within 
the scientific community is dispersed. 
With all due respect to some of my 
colleagues who were name dropping 
about Nobel Laureates, each one of 
those Nobel Laureates happens to be a 
high energy physicist. But if we move 
beyond those, we recognize that there 
is not unanimity in the scientific com
munity. The majority of people from 
our diverse disciplines in science say 
that this will eventually drain re-

search dollars away from the more 
productive research. 

Now, let me share with you just one 
quote from a scientist. This is James 
Krumhansl, who is with the American 
Physical Society. He is president-elect. 
He says what I am now attempting to 
convey to all of you: 

We are living in a deficit economy and we 
have to decide what will yield the most na
tional benefits for our dollars. I don't see 
that the sse has any immediate relevance 
to our technological or economic competi
tiveness. 

Second, let me share with you an
other message. This one is from the 
private sector. We have had many vice 
presidents, corporate vice presidents of 
different industries, whether it be the 
Monsanto Co. or National Starch and 
Chemical Corp., which says that there 
are clearly other research areas in 
need of funding where the practical 
and economic gains will be greater and 
can be measured in lives saved or in 
quality of life improvements or simply 
jobs created for our people, rather 
than scientific advancement in a 
narrow are.;, and the possibility of 
Nobel laureates. 

The bottom line, however, is that 
there are differing opinions, whether 
they be from the academic community 
or from the business community, but 
we must not deny the fact that we are 
not in a military war at this time. We 
are in an economic trade war. If we 
continue to invest our dollars in re
search and enable our allies to benefit 
from our innovations, then we are 
going to be the economic losers and 
our standard of living will continue to 
lose. If we keep in mind that right now 
as we look at the entire Federal R&D 
budget, 67 percent of our Federal tax 
dollar now is being used for defense re
search, that leaves another very small 
piece of the pie. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentle
man suspend. 

Before the gentleman from New 
York proceeds, the Chair will remind 
Members that the committee has 
spent an hour and 20 minutes on this 
amendment. There are other amend
ments which follow this amendment 
that are already filed with the Clerk. 
Today being Friday and the leadership 
having previously announced the in
tention of approximately a 3 p.m. de
parture, the Chair will just remind 
Members in the Chamber that this is 
only the first of a series of amend
ments and that it has been debated for 
quite some time. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from New York yield? 

Mr. SCHEUER. Of course, I yield to 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if I may re
spond to the Chair, the chairman of 
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the committee is prepared to ask for 
the Committee to rise at this point, if 
that is the desire of the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is not the desire 
of the Chair. The gentleman may con
tinue as long as he feels necessary. 

Mr. ROE. I would suggest to the dis
tinguished gentleman in the chair, for 
whom I have the highest regard, that 
perhaps this is the most important 
amendment and the most important 
discussion we will have in the whole 
scientific community this year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre
pared to sit here as long as the Mem
bers are willing to debate the issue. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from New York yield? 

Mr. SCHEUER. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 
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Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I think it is 

important at this point to respond in 
part to the distinguished gentlewoman 
frpm Rhode Island [Miss ScHNEIDER] 
who spoke previously. We must make 
the point abundantly clear that the 
issue here is not $1.5 billion in cuts. 
That is totally fallacious. It is abso
lutely totally fallacious because in 
effect it means that Congress has to 
act, No. 1; then we have to cut some
thing out. 

Mr. Chairman, we are doing what is 
the proper thing to do here. We are 
providing the resources that we be
lieve as a committee are necessary and 
it is up to the Congress to speak to 
that issue, not only this year but the 
following year and the following year. 
So to sow the seed that this will cut 
$1.5 billion is first of all erroneous. 
Second, if the gentleman would yield 
further, it is important that we re
spond so the debate is in continuity. 
We talk about future foreign partici
pation. The committee deliberately al
lowed an amount of foreign participa
tion not to exceed 25 percent. Howev
er, there will be an amendment that 
will be offered that will expand that. 
We deliberately did that because we 
wanted to put a ceiling on foreign par
ticipation so that we in the United 
States were not going to give the 
whole high energy physics away to 
foreign participation. We did not want 
to have a situation evolve where the 
Japanese would come back and then 
say that yes, they will participate but 
they want all the magnets to be made 
in Japan, or they want all the magnets 
to be made in Italy. It was carefully 
tailored and crafted and very well ex
plained as my colleagues know 
throughout this entire process. So for
eign participation is important but not 
when we give away the whole program 
to the other people throughout the 
world. 

It was also mentioned that State 
contribution was a factor. Everybody 
on that committee knows one thing 
and one thing very clearly and it has 

nothing to do with partisan politics or 
anything to do with States. How any
body can provide a request for propos
al that would be so cockamamie in
cluding the Department of Energy 
that came back and said that we will 
have a little envelope and we will put 
the envelope on the shelf and we 
cannot open the envelope because we 
want to level the playing field because 
Texas may put in more money or Illi
nois may put in more money or Cali
fornia may put in more money, is 
sheer lunacy in my judgment. I am 
sure everybody on the committee 
agreed to that. 

But that does not vitiate the point of 
view that the States will be putting up 
substantial funding which they have 
agreed to do. There will be another 
amendment that will further explain 
that in more detail. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from New York yield? 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEYJ. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHEUER] for yielding, 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment offered by my good friend the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BuECHNER]. 

While I understand his concern and motiva
tion, I believe his effort is misguided. Through
out the year, I've worked with the Budget 
Committee and others to ensure adequate 
funding of this vital project. I am also pleased 
that the energy and water appropriations bill 
for fiscal year 1989 contained $100 million for 
the continued study of the superconducting 
super collider [SSC]. 

However, the Science, Space, and Technol
ogy Committee-the committee vested with 
the responsibility to determine scientific prior
ities-supports an authorization level of 
$147.7 million for fiscal year 1989. They, 
better than most of us, have more fully dis
cussed this project, and have determined the 
SSC can bring to our Nation and the scientific 
community a multitude of benefits. 

I firmly believe the SSC will readily surpass 
the capabilities of existing particle accelera
tors, and launch us into the next generation of 
high energy particle physics. The Science, 
Space, and Technology Committee has rec
ommended what I hope will be a multiyear au
thorization that will bring this project to fruition 
in a timely and cost-efficient manner. 

While I appreciate the concerns that have 
been voiced by the gentleman from Missouri 
and others, I regret I must oppose this amend
ment because I believe it is shortsighted and 
misguided. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I rise in strong op
position to this amendment. I would 
like to answer my colleague, the gen
tlewoman from Rhode Island [Miss 
ScHNEIDER], who has been such an ef
fective contributor to the work of this 
committee. Yes, this is a major 
project. Yes, the fiscal year 1989 au
thorization level is a significant one, 
$147 million, albeit it is 59 percent less 

than the administration's request. 
This program has already been cut. 
But I think the gentlewoman from 
Rhode Island is absolutely right. We 
ought to be making this judgment 
based on whether we want to commit 
ourselves to a $5 billion program. If we 
do not want to commit ourselves to a 
$5 billion program, if we do not think 
this project is important enough, then 
we ought to vote down the funding en
tirely. We should not fool around. We 
ought to either go for it or decide to 
put our funding someplace else. 

Somebody previously mentioned Dr. 
Frank Press, who thinks this is a very 
high priority item. My colleague, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, said 
that Dr. Press' support is only his 
opinion, as if Dr. Press was just one of 
any number of people. Dr. Frank Press 
is Chairman of the National Academy 
of Sciences. He is one of America's 
most distinguished scientists. He 
thinks it is important for our country 
to emerge as a serious competitor in 
high energy physics basic research, 
the kind of basic research that can 
create whole new industries, just as 
basic research did a half century ago 
for radio and later television. Basic re
search is the fertilizer that nourishes 
all kinds of applied research and all 
kinds of new industries and new proc
esses. We have to decide whether we 
want to abdicate this field of high 
energy physics as we are doing now. 

Mr. Chairman, I was in Switzerland 
to see the CERN project with the dis
tinguished gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. RoE], chairman of the 
Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of gen
tleman from New York [Mr. ScHEUER] 
has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. 
ScHEUER was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
became concerned that we were abdi
cating our leadership when I found 
many American scientists, high energy 
physicists, including an American 
Nobel Prize winner, working not for an 
American enterprise but for a Europe
an enterprise. That is a very serious 
brain drain. If that is what we want, if 
we want American scientists of the 
highest order of excellence to be going 
where the action is-and that may 
mean Switzerland to the CERN 
project or to another European con
sortium, or Japan which has made a 
national commitment to the field of 
high energy physics-so be it. 

We can abdicate this field and let 
this brain drain continue, but I must 
say as an American I feel a sense of as
tonishment and shame that American 
scientists feel that they have to flee 
abroad and engage in work with our 
competitors to realize their own pro
fessional potential and to conduct cut-
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ting edge research on high energy 
physics. 

I say to my colleagues we have to 
make a decision as to whether to make 
this $5 billion investment in basic re
search for all America. I come from 
New York State and we are not a com
petitor, but I am a total supporter of 
this project. It is in the national inter
est, and we should support it. 

We are all concerned about costs and 
the impact on other areas of science. 
But we should remember that 75 per
cent of all Federal research goes to the 
military. The strategic defense initia
tive is projected to cost $20 billion over 
6 years. The superconducting super 
collider, in comparison, requires a 
commitment of $5 billion over 10 
years. We have to come to some value 
judgments on what is best for Amer
ica, what is going to do the most for 
the American future in the field of 
high technology, which of these ef
forts is going to spawn new industries, 
new services, and a new emergence of 
America as a first-class industrial 
power. My vote is with the SSC, not 
SDI. 

We want international participation, 
indeed we do, but foreign countries are 
not going to think about participating 
with us unless they know we are seri
ous, unless they feel that they are par
ticipating with a team that will be first 
class. If we adopt this amendment, we 
are showing that we are not commit
ted. We have already cut this budget 
59 percent below the administration's 
request, and this amendment would 
cut it another substantial slice. Other 
countries are not going to think we are 
serious. Adopting this amendment 
would send the perfectly clear signal 
that we are not serious. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time for the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHEUER] has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. 
ScHEUER was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. SCHEUER. I think we have got 
to bite the bullet right now. We can 
abdicate the field and send the signal 
to American scientists that they better 
go abroad. If this mission to maintain 
our leadership in high energy physics 
is not a high priority goal, let us for 
goodness sake be honest with our sci
entific community and the world and 
say that we will get out of this compe
tition and do something else. But I 
hope we do not do that. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. BUECHNER]. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, it 
is important at this point that we clar
ify the Frank Press statement. 

Frank Press said that this project 
should be put on hold. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I met with Frank 

Press a couple of weeks ago for a 
whole evening and my impression of 
our conversation was otherwise. 

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, that can be 
put in the REcoRD, but what we have is 
that we need a new priority system 
and this project should be put on hold 
and that is the record. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment. This is an excellent 
debate, but I also think that we need a 
new way to choose priorities for sci
ence in America and if this debate pro
ceeds that new way, we will have done 
our job. Right now there are many 
reasons why this project should not go 
ahead with a $1.6 billion authoriza
tion, but should be constrained to the 
Committee on Appropriations figure 
of $100 million for research and devel
opment. 

Mr. Chairman, the SSC is the wrong 
project for our times. 

Last month, Dr. Frank Press, Presi
dent of the National Academy of Sci
ences, urged us to set rational prior
ities for science funding, putting the 
superconducting super collider [SSCl 
in the category of projects which 
could be "reduced to maintenance 
funding." I concur with Dr. Press. But, 
more importantly, top industrial re
searchers also concur with Dr. Press. 
In its March 21 issue, New Technology 
Week reported on the responses which 
I received to my letter to the president 
of the Industriel Research Institute 
[IRil regarding the SSC. 

I asked the member companies of 
the IRI whether the SSC should be a 
priority project for this country. The 
response from the R&D directors was 
overwhelmingly negative: Only 4 of 24 
responses believed that the sse 
should be built now. The responses in
clude the following: 

"The argument that the technologies de
veloped in the process of building the sse 
will contribute to the overall strength of the 
U.S .... is patently unjustified."-Dr. 
C.K.N. Patel, executive director of research, 
Materials Science, Engineering and Academ
ic Affairs Division, AT&T Bell Laboratories. 

"[Thel SSC appears to be a distortion of 
the nation's priorities. . . . High energy 
particle physics is certainly an intellectually 
stimulating field, but it is not more impor
tant than superconductivity, robotics, pho
tonics, supercomputing or numerous other 
areas."-Richard Mateles, vice president of 
research for Stauffer Chemical Company. 

"The potential for flowthrough of science 
from the SSC is not apparent .... I am 
most concerned about the potential for 
draining more scientists and engineers from 
the talent pool in a period when university 
output is diminishing."-Thomas Krotine, 
senior vice president, corporate research 
and development, The Sherwin-Williams 
Company. 

"It is highly speculative whether the sse 
will ultimately provide new information and 
understanding of particle physics that can 
be translated into benefits to industry and 

the nation as a whole .... " Dr. J.J. Wise, 
vice president of research, Mobile Research 
and Development Corp. 

The top researchers are on to some
thing. It's clear that setting priorities 
for science means that the sse should 
be shelved. 

We are in a race for our technologi
cal lives, our competitive lives. This 
project goes back to the most basic of 
basic science, and it costs at least $5 
billion and probably more after over
runs. It is so far removed from Ameri
ca's science and technology challenges 
of today and the next decade that it is 
just the wrong project. 

The IRI members know this, and 
their statements reflect that they 
know the likely effects of paying for 
the SSC: A 6.63-percent cut across the 
board in all Department of Energy 
programs; a dramatic hampering of 
our ability to fund the revitalization of 
the Space Shuttle Program, the na
tional aerospace plane, the space sta
tion, the doubling of the National Sci
ence Foundation budget, and a multi
hundred-million dollar clean coal dem
onstration program; and a delay in 
planned projects such as the human 
genome study and a $10 billion renova
tion of this Nation's crumbling labora
tory facilities. 

There isn't enough money for all sci
ence programs, and the sse can and 
should be put on the back burner. 
Both Dr. Press and Dr. Robert Ro
senzweig of the Association of Ameri
can Universities agree, and a recent 
Congressional Budget Office [ CBO l 
report says the same, concluding that 
the sse has scientific merit but is 
being undertaken "purely for knowl
edge." That isn't enough to justify the 
expenditure of $600 million per year 
or more for the next 10 years. 

As this debate shows, there is no 
consensus in America for this project. 
There is consensus in America for a 
space program. Those who advocate 
this project and have done so from the 
beginning have been the industry sup
port group for the project. They have 
been those States who have been most 
interested in the benefits of the 
project. Outside of the high energy 
physics community, there is no con
sensus in the science community. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
remind all persons in the gallery that 
they are here as guests of the House, 
and any sign or manifestation of ap
proval or disapproval is contrary to 
the rules of the House. 

Mr. RITTER. The great majority of 
scientists who are not in the high 
energy physics community oppose the 
superconducting super collider. If a 
secret ballot were taken or if enough 
professors and research directors of 
corporate America, such as the IRI 
members, were interviewed, we would 
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discover that they are opposed to this 
project. There is not only no consen
sus for this project, there is staunch 
opposition through the length and 
breadth of American science against 
going forward with this sse. 

The amendment of the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. BuEcHNER] is gen
erous in that it gives $100 million in 
the face of the budget cuts that the 
gentlewoman from Rhode Island [Miss 
ScHNEIDER] has mentioned. 

The House Energy and Water Devel
opment Appropriations Subcommittee 
was just as generous when it approved 
$100 million for sse research and de
velopment this year. The report of the 
Energy and Water Development Ap
propriations Subcommittee expressed 
healthy skepticism about "initiating 
construction of [the SSCl in the face 
of budget reduction measures. • • *" 

Even that $100 million will hamper 
important initiatives in superconducti
vity, biotechnology, ceramics, and ma
terials sciences, photonics, robotics, 
and manufacturing sciences. Those are 
the areas crucial to our jobs, our 
standard of living, our competitive
ness, our trade balance, and our securi
ty. If we cut or eliminate funding in 
those fields, we'll fall behind our com
petitors. Programs in some of those 
very areas will suffer from the 6-per
cent across-the-board cut of DOE pro
grams in the DOE bill which author
izes sse funding. 

The Appropriations Committee's de
cision to defer construction funding 
was also wise because it will allow the 
next administration to evaluate the 
project. The next administration will 
make the hard choice whether to fund 
the sse at over $600 million per year 
for the next 10 years for the sse and 
$270 million per year beyond that in 
operating expenses. That's another 
reason to defer funding for the sse: 
Let the person who'll be most respon
sible have some input into the process. 

Mr. Chairman, it's been said that 
the sse would be a citadel for science. 
Mr. Chairman, that would serve the 
wrong purpose. If we would focus the 
best and the brightest of America's 
young minds in science on this project, 
we would be doing America a disserv
ice because we would be taking them 
out of important applications-oriented 
fields such as electronics and photon
ics and semiconductors and supercon
ductors, and putting them into high 
energy physics. America needs to win 
some Deming prizes. 

0 1150 
We need to focus a little bit on the 

new Malcolm Baldrige Quality Award, 
the Deming Award, and the prizes in 
Japan for quality. That's the race we 
are in. We talk about competitiveness. 
The SSC has a negative effect on 
American competitiveness, because it 
drains areas of American science and 
technology which are so much more 

important, which deserve such higher 
levels of priority. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] 
sought to point out, the sse conflicts 
directly with every other major area 
of American science over the next sev
eral years and specific technology pro
grams, such as clean coal technology, 
the space station, or the rehabilitation 
of the space shuttle itself. The fact is 
that we are way over budget. The sse 
is going to cost us $3 to $4 billion over 
our budget limits. 

The SSC is the wrong project at the 
wrong time, and the gentleman from 
Missouri presents us with an opportu
nity to prove that concept a little 
more. It gives $100 million to do the 
R&D. It is a good amendment and a 
great deficit-cutting amendment. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the DOE bill, and want to speak to the 
Transportation R&D section briefly. 
The Transportation, Aviation, and Ma
terials Subcommittee, which I chair, 
placed a high funding priority on 
three key areas of engine and vehicle 
propulsion R&D. The purpose being 
to increase the fuel efficiency of our 
transportation system, and allow for a 
greater use of electricity and alterna
tive fuels. 

The first area of emphasis is ad
vanced ceramics-the materials of 
engine components of the future. 
DOE's advanced materials program is 
helping to give U.S. ceramic producers 
a solid technology base and a number 
of advantages over their foreign coun
terparts. Over half of the $54.8 million 
authorized in this section of the bill is 
dedicated to some form of ceramics 
R&D. This work includes developing 
parts for an all-ceramic advanced gas 
turbine automobile engine, testing and 
processing of promising materials, and 
procuring specialized equipment for 
the world renowned High Tempera
ture Materials Laboratory in Oak 
Ridge, TN. 

The second area of emphasis is relat
ed to car and truck emissions. In a 
year when Congress may enact stricter 
clean air standards on mobile sources 
of nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons, 
the Science Committee has expanded 
the Alternative Fuels and Heavy Duty 
Transport R&D Programs to empha
size investigations on how to make 
truck and bus engines burn fuel in a 
cleaner way. 

The third area is the Electric Vehi
cles R&D Program, which is another 
ongoing initiative related to clean air 
standards. Here we have placed a great 
deal of emphasis on advanced battery 
development, since the future of elec
tric vehicles is tentative at best with
out batteries that power a car 100 
miles or more. 

Mr. Chairman, the funding for 
transportation R&D does represent an 
increase over the administration's re
quest. However, these relatively 
modest programs are producing signif
icant results. I would like to thank my 
colleague from Florida, ToM LEwis, 
for his consistent and dedicated effort 
on the subcommittee in developing our 
recommendations in this important 
area. I commend Chairman RoE and 
Mr. LUJAN for their efforts to bring 
this bill to the floor quickly. I urge the 
support of my colleagues. 

In addition to the transportation 
programs, I voice my strong support 
for the oil and natural gas-related re
search funding contained in the bill. 
The Enhanced Oil Recovery Research 
Program, for example, is helping to 
develop techniques and models to 
extend the life of old oil wells known 
as stripper wells. This work will direct
ly benefit the small independent oil 
producers who do not have the eco
nomic resources or the vast reserves of 
the big multinational companies. 
Many of our Nation's universities, in
cluding the University of Oklahoma, 
are involved in these investigations, 
and I am confident that this bill will 
continue a strong research relation
ship with these universities. 

With respect to the superconductor 
super collider, I would have preferred 
that no funding be made available for 
construction of the sse until we have 
a better understanding of the magnet 
design and greater knowledge of the 
potential of superconducting materi
als. I am also concerned that the price 
tag on the sse over the next few 
years will force us to make painful re
ductions in our other science prior
ities. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCURDY. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I might add I would like to just 
quote from a few people in industry 
who are not part of the industry sup
port group for the sse and what they 
have said. Dr. C.K.N. Patel, executive 
director of research, materials science, 
for AT&T Bell Laboratories, says: 

The argument that the technologies de
veloped in the process of building the sse 
will contribute to the overall strength of the 
U.S. is patently unjustified. 

Here is a senior vice-president, 
Thomas Krotine, from the Sherwin
Williams Co.: 

The potential for flowthrough of science 
from the sse is not apparent. I am most 
concerned about the potential for draining 
more scientists and engineers from the 
talent pool in a period when university 
output is diminishing. 

Dr. J.J. Wise, vice president of re
search, Mobil Research & Develop
ment Co., says: 
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It is highly speculative whether the sse 

will ultimately provide new information and 
understanding of particle physics that can 
be translated into benefits to industry and 
the nation as a whole. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would urge the gentleman to submit 
those statements for the REcoRD. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chainnan, I in
clude a copy of the statements for the 
RECORD: 

"The argument that the technologies de
veloped in the process of building the sse 
will contribute to the overall strength of the 
U.S .... is patently unjustified."-Dr. 
C.K.N. Patel, executive director of research, 
Materials Science, Engineering and Academ
ic Affairs Division, AT&T Bell Laboratories. 

"[The] SSC appears to be a distortion of 
the nation's priorities . . . High energy par
ticle physics is certainly and intellectually 
stimulating field, but it is not more impor
tant than supperconductivity, robotics, pho
tonics, supercomputing or ;mmerous other 
areas."-Richard Mateles, vice president of 
research for Stauffer Chemical Company. 

"The potential for flowthrough of science 
from the sse is not apparent ... I am most 
concerned about the potential for draining 
more scientists and engineers from the 
t~ent pool in a period when university 
output is diminishing."-Thomas Krotine, 
senior vice president, corporate research 
and development, The Sherwin-Williams 
Company. 

"It is highly speculative whether the SSC 
will ultimately provide new information and 
understanding of particle physics that can 
be translated into benefits to industry and 
the nation as a whole ... "-Dr. J.J. Wise, 
vice president of research, Mobil Research 
and Development Corp. 

"The sse should be postponed by several 
years and short-term emphasis be placed on 
programs that address the productivity of 
the U.S. manufacturing base."-Patrick Car
roll, director of corporate R&D, Machinery 
& Defense Operations, FMC Corp. 

"[The] SSC should be delayed until we 
sort out the priority programs that bear on 
the very survival of our country. Until we 
fund those programs adequately, there is no 
room for [thel SSC."-Dr. John Dempsey, 
vice president of science and technology. 
Bemis Company Inc. 

"It seems our nation needs to reassess our 
mechanisms for priority setting in the total 
R&D budget process . . . [A] position 
[against] the sse is very appropriate."
I.G. Snyder, vice president, Dow U.S.A., di
rector of applied R&D, Dow Chemical Com
pany. 

"The area of particle physics research is 
requiring increasingly greater expenditures 
for more difficult explorations with dimin
ishing returns."-Dr. Chester Szymanski, 
corporate vice president for research and 
development, National Starch & Chemical 
Corp. 

"The price tag [for SSCl is unconscion
ably high . . . It is difficult for me to under
stand how the sse could rank on a national 
priority list that includes biomedical re
search, superconductivity, photonics, high 
density semiconductor integration and 
interconnection, structural composites, 
fossil fuel recovery, alternative sources of 
energy, factory automation, etc."-D.B. 
Rogers, general director of research and de
velopment, Dupont Electronics. 

Others coming out against the SSC in
clude: 

Walter Robb, senior vice president of cor
porate research and development with the 
General Electric Company; 

F.B. Sprow, vice president of corporate re
search, Exxon Research and Engineering 
Company; 

Dr. Grady Harris, vice president of re
search and deveiopment, the Hollister Co., 
<Libertyville, Ill.>. 

The four members of IRI that came out in 
favor of the sse: 

Warren Offutt, vice president technical 
management, Eaton Corp. 

Robert Calcaterra, director of R&D and 
quality assurance, Adolf Coors & Co. 

Robert Stratton, director, Central Re
search Labs, Texas Instruments. 

Florence Metz, general manager of new 
ventures, Inland Steel Co. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCURDY. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, it astounds 
me that some vice president of the 
Sherwin-Williams Co., or somebody 
working over here on the McDonell 
Co., or somebody over here is going to 
be determining the policy of America. 
It seems to me we can get 50 million 
names listed of people who are in 
favor of space and technology in this 
country, and it seems to me that two 
or three names here, because this 
person may not think it is right, that 
is not how America works. I suggest 
that I do not think that reasoning is 
valid at all. 

Mr. McCURDY. Reclaiming my 
time, I think it is important in con
cluding with the short time that I 
have to reiterate the points I made 
earlier, and that is we have only a 
finite amount of funding for science in 
this country, and if as we on the com
mittee would like to see greater in
creases in the future for science, if 
that does in fact occur, then perhaps 
we could include the sse as one of 
those high-priority items, but history 
has shown, and our experience has 
also shown, that we have not had that 
excess funding. We have not had those 
increases. My belief is that the best 
bet for our future is to invest in those 
areas where we have the most com
petitive payoff in the short term, and 
that is in the areas mentioned previ
ously, and I again urge support and 
adoption of the Buechner amendment. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment of the gentleman 
from Missouri, and I want to say at 
this time I certainly admire and want 
to thank the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. RoE], the chairman, and 
certainly the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. LUJAN], the ranking 
member, for their work which they 
have done on this project. It has been 
a long-term commitment and a long
term work. I also have some respect 
for the gentleman from Missouri, but I 
want to point out that what the gen
tleman from Missouri is talking about 

is commitment, long-term commit
ment and leadership in this Nation, 
commitment to say yes, we are going 
to do something, we are going to con
ceive an idea, and we are going to do 
it, and we are going to do it over a 
number of years, not from year to year 
to year to year. 

Certainly in many issues that we 
have had before this House we have 
seen commitment today and faltering 
tomorrow. I suggest that the gentle
man from Missouri sets up a scenario, 
yes, ·he sets up a scenario that we 
could have another Clinch River if we 
do not make that long-term commit
ment; then we fall apart in those com
mitments, because things change from 
year to year. 

I want to talk about some other 
issues. We talk about this cutting out 
research and small science, and there 
have been challenges about what the 
superconductors have done and the 
high-energy research has done in this 
country over the last several years. Let 
me suggest that superconductivity 
itself is the result of the high-energy 
research, that magnetic resonance im
aging is a direct result of research that 
has been done, microjet technology, 
cancer research in my very own dis
trict that is going on at a high-energy 
research facility, and that is going on 
because we have taken the time 20 
years ago to make a commitment to 
high-energy research at Fermi Lab, 
television, x rays, VCR's, on and on 
and on. As a matter of fact, 30 percent, 
it has been suggested, of our gross na
tional product today, the research is 
the commitment that we made 20-
some years ago to high-energy re
search. Why should we strangle that 
gift that we have developed in this 
country, the gift of technology and 
understanding and wisdom? 

I also suggest that if we make that 
commitment, and it has been talked 
about here today, if we do not make 
that commitment in putting those con
struction dollars down, we are never 
going to get the 25-percent funding 
and · matching funding from other 
countries across the world. We need to 
make that commitment. We need to 
put those dollars down before those 
other nations, whether it be Japan or 
Western Europe, put their dollars 
down. 

Let me also suggest to the gentle
man from Missouri that, yes, it is a 
brain drain in this country. It is a 
brain drain because if we do not make 
that commitment, if we do not make 
that commitment we will lose the best 
high-energy physics scientists that we 
have in this Nation and that are here 
studing in this Nation, and they are 
going to be in CERN and the Soviet 
Union and Japan, because we do not 
have the facilities to offer them. 

If we want to make a commitment to 
this Nation, if we want to make a long-
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term commitment, and, yes, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania made some 
reference, there are some people who 
have certainly an interest in this, be
cause it might be near their district, 
and certainly said that about the 
other gentleman from Illinois, and I 
guess we do that in this Congress once 
in awhile. But let me also suggest that 
we believe what is right for this coun
try, and we need to make this commit
ment. We need to make that long-term 
commitment, and I certainly would 
urge my colleagues to defeat this 
amendment. 

0 1200 
Mr. FA WELL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HASTERT. I yield to the gentle

man from Illinois. 
Mr. FA WELL. Mr. Chairman, I ap

preciate the gentleman yielding so 
that I may point out that when he 
talked about the small sciences being 
hurt because of this project, we should 
look back and look at history in regard 
to Fermi, which is really the supercon
ducting super collider No. 1. We have 
now, after Fermi, found that high 
energy physics in toto is less in per
centage in comparison to other sci
ences than it was before, and yet that 
same accusation was made when 
Fermi was being considered, that it 
would have the effect of crowding out 
other sciences as well. I can give one 
example with Fermi and it has been 
just the opposite. High energy physics 
in percentage totals has gone down in 
comparison to other sciences, so we 
ought to look at history. 

Mr. HASTERT. I agree with the 
gentleman. Certainly on this floor 
some 20 years ago this same argument 
was being made, saying that putting 
this money in high energy research at 
Fermi Lab, or wherever that commit
ment would be, and at that same time 
there were other States involved, was 
a terrible thing and it was going to 
crowd out science, it was going to be 
doomsday for discovery in this coun
try, and that that has happened is not 
so. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words and I will speak very briefly. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment that seeks to reduce 
the funding for the superconducting 
super collider below the $147 million 
figure called for in the bill. Such a re
duction would be inconsistent with 
action previously taken by the House 
and threatens the timetable estab
lished for development of this ambi
tious and badly needed scientific re
search project. 

Just last week the House approved 
the fiscal year 1989 budget conference 
report. In that report, House and 
Senate conferees agreed to a level of 
$150 million for fiscal year 1989 for 
the superconducting super collider. 

That was a compromise figure reached 
by splitting the difference between the 
$200 million that was contained in the 
Senate budget resolution and the $100 
million contained in the House budget 
resolution. The language that was 
agreed upon in the conference report 
and approved by the House on May 26, 
just last week, is simple and straight
forward, and I would like to read di
rectly from the report. It says: "* • • 
The conferees assume a split between 
the House and the Senate assumed 
levels of funding for the Department 
of Energy's superconducting super col
lider project." It is hard to be any 
clearer than that. 

The $147 million for SSC funding 
provided in this bill is in keeping with 
the intent of the Budget Committee 
and is consistent with the direction 
provided in the budget conference 
report last week. 

The energy and water appropria
tions bill came to the floor before the 
conference report on the budget, and 
it is certainly possible that the confer
ees on the appropriations measure will 
increase the $100 million funding pro
vided in that bill. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are to retain 
world leadership in scientific and tech
nological advancement, if we plan to 
compete with other nations in a world
wide marketplace into the 21st centu
ry, we cannot shrink from the type of 
commitment to pure scientific re
search that the sse represents. 

I urge defeat of this amendment. 
Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to 
take my whole 5 minutes because I 
know the clock is running, and I ap
preciate the Chairman's earlier re
marks. 

Mr. Chairman, this Nation is only 
spending three-tenths of 1 percent on 
civilian research, so the question here 
today is not the advanced dollars talk
ing about the supercollider. Whether 
it is $4 or $5 billion is really a bit irrel
evant when we look at the lack of re
search commitment that this Nation is 
making to civilian research. 

The concern I have for this amend
ment really, which I think is counter
productive, is the striking of the out
years in terms of authorization. The 
House has committed to the super col
lider and the $100 million, there is no 
question about it, it is in there and it 
is over in the Senate. But I think my 
point that I really want to make today 
is. that this is not a State project. This 
is a national project and an interna
tional project. It will give us the world 
leadership and the preeminence in sci
ence. 

So I think those of my colleagues 
who are from would-be States or 
States that do not have the proposal 
before the Department of Energy, 
that is somewhat irrelevant. It is nice 

to have the project and it will produce 
some jobs, but I think we ought to 
make the point, as the gentleman 
from New J erssey [Mr. RoE] and the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
LUJAN] said earlier, that this is an 
international, world leadership role 
for this Nation. And this Nation and 
the next President and the next Con
gress will make a policy decision on 
the expansion of the science budget 
within the science budget from the 
Department of Energy to DOD, to the 
Appropriations Committee on science 
and technology. 

So we have a major policy decision 
ahead of us in the next year to expand 
the science research programs three
tenths of 1 percent out of a $1 trillion 
budget. We are really talking about a 
low priority nationally in respect to 
the future of science for fusion or 
solar energy and for other important 
advancements. 

So I congratulate the committee, 
both the majority and the minority 
side, and oppose this amendment. I 
think it is a counterproductive amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. BUECHNER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOEHLERT 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BOEHLERT: 

Page 9, line 16, through page 10, line 12 
amend subsection <2> to read as follows: 

(2) FOREIGN PARTICIPATION.-The Secre
tary shall not expend any funds authorized 
under subsection <l)(d), until the Secretary 
receives commitments of foreign participa
tion totaling not less than 25 percent of the 
total estimated cost of the superconducting 
super collider project. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to make one thing very clear, as I 
start, I am for the superconducting 
super collider. I want the project to go 
forward because I recognize it is a 
major scientific initiative. But I want 
it to go forward in a manner that is 
reasonable, prudent, and most of all 
fair. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would require that foreign nations 
commit to paying at least 25 percent 
of the cost of the superconducting 
super collider [SSCJ before construc
tion could begin. 

The amendment is designed to solve 
two problems. 

The first is that we simply do not 
have the money to build the project 
right now. That's not just my conclu
sion. The entire House has expressed 
that view by voting repeatedly to 
reject administration requests for con
struction funding in the Department 
of Energy [DOEJ appropriation. If 
this project is to move forward, and I 
want it to move forward, another 
source of funding must be tapped. 
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Other nations would be a logical 

source of funding, though, even if we 
were not facing budget constraints. 
It's the only way to prevent them 
from getting a "free ride" on Ameri
ca's investment. 

How often do we come to this floor 
to complain that other nations take 
advantage of us-that we pay a dispro
portionate share of their defense 
costs, that we end up subsidizing their 
companies with our basic research? 
Well, here we finally have a chance to 
legislate some "burden sharing" re
quirements proactively-to put their 
money where our mouths are. 

Scientists from all over the world 
will use the sse and all research re
sults will be publicly available. This is 
not going to be a hush-hush, code 
word, highly classaified endeavor. A 
project with such international bene
fits ought to . have international fi
nancing. They want to share the bene
fits-and they will. Then how about 
sharing the burden. They should. 

In fact, there isn't much dispute 
about the desirability of international 
cost-sharing. Even H.R. 4505 sets 25 
percent cost sharing as a goal, al
though the bill betrays its ambiva
lence about foreign participation by 
placing a ceiling on contributions from 
abroad. Dr. Frank Press, the President 
of the National Academy of Sciences 
feels no such ambivalence; he says we 
should encourage foreign cost-sharing. 

No, the real issue is how best to en
courage those contributions. And if 
we're honest, the situation is clear. 
Absent this amendment, other nations 
have no real incentive to contribute. 

We once asked a DOE official why 
foreign governments would pay money 
toward construction of the SSC. The 
official replied that their only incen
tive was the fear that the machine 
would not be built without their con
tributions. What better way to attract 
foreign money, then, than to state in 
black and white that that fear is well 
placed. 

Without this amendment, we have a 
textbook case of the "free rider" prob
lem. It doesn't pay for anyone to be 
the first to ante up because they 
might be able to benefit from the 
project without doing so. 

Science policy experts have acknowl
edged this problem. Dr. Roland 
Schmitt, the Chairman of the Nation
al Science Board, for example, has en
dorsed this amendment. 

Opponents of this amendment bring 
up a series of criticisms that only 
highlight their unrealistic assump
tions. 

For example, I've heard it said that 
the cost-sharing requirement will 
make prospects for the project more 
uncertain. Just how much more uncer
tain could the SSC be? We're talking 
about a project that is on "life sup
port" right now, with its congressional 
"doctors" too queasy to pull the plug 

and too uncommitted to bring it back 
to health. It's not possible to be in a 
more precarious state. 

This amendment would actually add 
stability by making it far more likely 
to attract foreign funds. In addition, 
cost sharing would make it more diffi
cult to kill the project mid-stream be
cause doing so would involve abrogat
ing agreements with other govern
ments. And the Congress has killed 
particle machines after work has 
begun in the past. 

In short, the amendment doesn't 
give foreign nations any more "veto 
power" over the project than they 
have already. It does make it less 
likely that they'll use that veto power 
by default, by simply hoping that the 
United States will be happy to under
write their science as it always has in 
the past. 

We also hear an undercurrent of 
concern that this amendment gives 
foreign governments some additional 
bargaining power to make demands on 
American planners. It's never stated 
what nefarious demands are in mind. 
Truly, when it comes to seeking for
eign contributions, "we have nothing 
to fear, but fear itself." 

Finally, in a last ditch effort, oppo
nents say we can't have these kinds of 
cost-sharing requirements because we 
never have had them before. So much 
for progress. 

We've never been in this situation 
before. We've never had so many "big 
science" projects competing for funds 
at the same time we have a record 
debt and when we have allies who are 
healthy enough to pay for equipment 
they will want to use. 

In an era when we watch our cowboy 
movies on Japanese TV's, it's foolish 
to try to play the Lone Ranger. 
Anachronistic attitudes will be the 
downfall of this project. 

Einstein once noted how much 
thought often lagged behind technolo
gy. He said the atomic bomb had 
changed everything but the way men 
think. 

Mr. Chairman, big science is a new 
kind of science just as surely as the 
atomic bomb was a new kind of 
weapon. And like the bomb, it necessi
tates a new kind of politics, the poli
tics of cooperation. 

It we don't cooperate, the sse will 
have the same impact on our budget 
that the atomic bomb will have on our 
planet. Its costs mushrooming, the 
sse will scorch its neighboring budg
ets in Function 250 immediately, and 
then will slowly debilitate the rest of 
the budget over a period of years. 

This amendment prevents that ca
lamity without harming the project in 
any way. Its goal is simply to make the 
sse an affordable project to which all 
the beneficiaries contribute. 

If you're for the sse, if you're for 
keeping all of American science 
healthy, if you're for making our allies 

pay a fair share of international 
projects, I think you have to vote for 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BoEH
LERT] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BoEH
LERT was allowed to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I am glad to yield 
to my colleague, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

D 1215 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair

man, I am a strong supporter of the 
superconducting super collider project 
and commend the leadership of the 
committee for including the project in 
its energy authorization bill. 

However, regardless of how any of 
my colleagues feel about the pros or 
cons of the SSC, I believe the Boehlert 
amendment makes sense and is worthy 
of their support. 

The amendment before us today 
simply requires the Secretary of 
Energy to receive foreign commit
ments of 25 percent of the estimated 
total cost of the sse project before 
construction money is spent. Without 
this amendment I am afraid the SSC 
may never be completed. 

The bottom line on this amendment, 
Mr. Chairman, is that by reducing the 
cost of the sse project by over $1 bil
lion by requiring foreign participation, 
Congress increases the probability 
that the sse will actually be complet
ed. 

The SSC is an ambitious science 
project by anybody's standards. I do 
not need to remind my colleagues of 
the difficulties in funding other non
defense programs in order to properly 
support reestablishing American lead
ership in science and technology. 
Others in Congress fear that the many 
small science projects funded by Con
gress are threatened by the amount of 
science dollars soaked up by the sse. 
Over time these pressures will in
crease, threatening congressional sup
port for the SSC in future years. This 
amendment relieves some of those 
pressures. 

Mr. Chairman, if this country is seri
ous about international participation, 
now is the time to secure foreign com
mitments. The bill before us at this 
time merely requires the Secretary of 
Energy to seek foreign participation 
and then report to Congress on the re
sults of his efforts. I do not doubt that 
the authors of the provision as written 
in the bill fully intend the Secretary 
of Energy to acquire such participa
tion, but they are going about it all 
wrong. If we wait until the decision 
has already been made by this country 
to go ahead unilaterally to build the 
sse no matter what the level of for-
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eign contributions, we lose any negoti
ating leverage we ever had in getting 
those commitments. Other nations 
will then be afforded the luxury of se
lectively choosing how, when, and if 
they are actually going to contribute, 
confident their scientists will be given 
equal opportunity to participate in the 
experiments once the sse is complet
ed. It's time this country stopped 
giving other nations a free ride on the 
American taxpayer. 

It should also be evident that this is 
in no way a killer amendment for the 
SSC project. Testimony before the 
Science, Space, and Technology Com
mittee and the House Appropriations 
Committee by Department of Energy 
officials indicated that Congress might 
reasonably expect up to 40 to 50 per
cent of the project's costs to be forth
coming from foreign participants. This 
amendment only requires half of that 
amount be committed before begin
ning construction of the SSC. This 
amendment, therefore, is not an at
tempt to establish conditions impossi
ble to satisfy, but rather to set realis
tic goals for international participa
tion. 

This amendment welcomes the op
portunity for international coopera
tion and does not limit its investment. 
It is not guilty of scientific protection
ism, but rather seeks to increase the 
burden sharing of this big-science 
project. Even in the area of national 
defense, Congress has seen the wisdom 
of asking others with an ability to con
tribute to share the costs of their own 
security. It doesn't make sense for us 
to pay for the defense of ·other na
tions. The same is true with respect to 
the SSC. We shouldn't pay for some
one else's science budget. We should 
adopt this amendment. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROE AS A SUBSTI

TUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
BOEHLERT 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment as a substitute for the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RoE as a sub

stitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 
BoEHLERT: Strike the matter to be inserted 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(2) FOREIGN PARTICIPATION.-(a) The Sec
retary shall seek to obtain commitments for 
foreign participation in the Superconduct
ing Super Collider project at a level not less 
than 25 per centum nor more than 33¥3 per 
centum of the total estimated cost of the 
project as determined at the time of final 
site selection." 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
substitute amendment. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I am op
posed to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BOEHLERT]. 

Mr. Chairman, the reason we are of
fering this substitute for the Boehlert 
language is because I think that basi
cally in this country we do not want 

Japan or Germany or anybody else 
from the Soviet Union to determine 
when or whether we do or do not build 
the supercollider. 

We are trying to come to an accord 
on this issue and it is the consensus, 
the overwhelming consensus of the 
committee and I hope the House of 
Representatives, that, yes, we do want 
foreign participation where there are 
these big science issues involved. 
America can no longer build it alone, 
we cannot build the space station 
alone which is why we are negotiating 
with Japan and Canada and the other 
countries to participate. 

However, we could make a very, very 
serious error if we allow the foreign in
terests to have anymore than 33% per
cent. Our concern about that is that 
they can come back and say, "We will 
give you a credit offset from Japan 
and we will build the magnets." The 
magnets are probably the most impor
tant scientific and technological part 
of the whole program. Or the Italians 
will come back and say that issue. 

I do not believe that America is 
ready to give away high technology to 
other countries with all kinds of regu
lations and laws that require us not to 
be able to transfer our technology and 
so forth. 

So I am trying to work now with the 
gentleman from New York in saying 
we would go to the 25 percent but put 
a limit, he cannot exceed 33 Va percent. 

Now the question arises as to wheth
er or not the Secretary should have a 
right to say something about that. 
Should we sit back and wait until 
there is a definitive 25 percent before 
the Congress of the United States 
could make a decision and move this 
program? I say that is the wrong way 
to go, we should not be doing it that 
way. I say that we have provisions in 
the bill that provide for reports 
coming back to the Congress, back to 
this committee to determine what 
level, if any level, that the foreign par
ticipation would be. 

But certainly we do not want to give 
either Japan, Germany or any other 
country the right to tell us we cannot 
proceed if that is the will of the Amer
ican people. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBREN
NER] press his reservation of the point 
of order? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. No, Mr. 
Chairman, I withdraw the point of 
order. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

First, Mr. Chairman, let me con
gratulate the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BOEHLERT] for the thought
fulness that he has put into this sub
ject. I, too, believe that we ought to 
have foreign participation. I do not 
think there is anyone in this whole 
Congress and perhaps in this whole 
counry that does not believe that we 

ought to have some sort of foreign 
participation. These projects are get
ting so big that that is the only way 
that we are able to do more than one 
at a time. 

That is what we are doing with the 
space station as a matter of fact. We 
have about 25-percent participation 
with foreign countries because they 
will benefit from that. 

There is something that bothers me, 
however, about the amendment as pro
posed by the gentleman from New 
York. We do not have control of all of 
the spinoffs that come from this tech
nology. They would go to other coun
tries. That is one of the things that if 
they got control of it, who is going to 
control the technology, who is going 
to control the spinoffs? And, after all, 
that is what we are in this for. 

The second thing that bothers me is 
that we really, then, under the word
ing of the amendment by the gentle
man from New York, under that word
ing we do not have the right to deter
mine if we go forward with the project 
or not. It leaves the decision to foreign 
countries. 

If they decide, if they get together 
and say, "We are not going to partici
pate because we want to build it in 
Italy, we want to build it in Japan or 
in the Soviet Union," wherever they 
want to build it, they just could with
hold their participation so that we do 
not get 25-percent participation and 
we cannot build it. 

So we are leaving ourselves wide 
open for decision by others; we cannot 
control our own destiny. Therefore, I 
think that the amendment by the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. RoE], 
the chairman of the committee, still 
says that we want their participation, 
at least 25 percent participation, but 
we do not want the control to go to 
the other countries. And that is why 
the other limitation of 33 percent is 
there. I think that is a good substitute 
and I would urge its adoption. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the substitute. The SSC is an 
investment in our future but it is also, 
and we want it to be, a U.S. enterprise 
fully under the control of U.S. man
agement. It certainly is in the bests in
terests of the United States to reassert 
our leadership in fundamental science, 
to maintain this control. This would 
give us the option to allow us to have 
the foreign participation in the pro
gram under our control and this way it 
would not deter the construction 
schedule. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
substitute. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in opposition to the 
substitute amendment. 
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Mr. Chairman, it is time for the flag- over the world who are going to use 

waving right now. We are seeking evi- this project financed by American tax
dence of that right now. payers? How about asking their gov-

Look, burden-sharing has been one ernments to ante up a modest share? 
of the topics of heated debate in this The President of the National Acad
Congress from the beginning to the emy of Sciences says it makes sense, 
present right now. It is suggested by the Chairman of the National Science 
those who are advocating the substi- Board says it makes sense, the head of 
tute amendment that somehow we are the American Association of Universi
going to put in the hands of question- ties says it makes sense and I say it 
able foreign characters the direction makes sense and, guess what, the 
of this important scientific initiative. American people are going to say it 
That simply is not so. . makes sense. 

Let me tell you who is for this The most costly scientific project in 
burden-sharing, let me tell you who is the history of this great Republic, why 
realistic in assessing this whole situa- not have some of those who are going 
tion. to benefit cough up some of the dough 

The Chairman of the National Sci- so that they can relieve the American 
ence Board, Dr. Roland Schmitt says: taxpayers and we can go forward with 

Should Congress decide to proceed with this major scientific initiative? 
funding the sse, it should ask that at least Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
25 percent of the cost be obtained from for- man, will the gentleman from New 
eign countries who will also benefit from York [Mr. BoEHLERT] yield? 
the scientific advances flowing from the Mr. BOEHLERT. I yield to the gen-
SSC. tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-

What does Dr. Robert Rosenzweig, BRENNER]. 
of the Association of American Univer- Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I thank 
sities say? He says: the gentleman for yielding. 

The scientific justification for construct- First of all, let me say that the Roe 
ing the sse is clear and compelling; the substitute amendment makes about as 
practical justification for going forward 
would be greatly strengthened if the burden much sense as voluntary taxes. If this 
of paying for it were more widely shared. House of Representatives passed legis
There is no doubt that the sse should be fi- lation enacting a voluntary tax that 
nanced in cooperation with other nations the American people could decide 
whose scientists will use it and whose people whether or not they want to pay, the 
will benefit from the knowledge of the uni- Treasury would not collect a dime in 
verse that it will disclose. additional revenue. And that is exactly 

Then we go on to Dr. Frank Press of what the Roe substitute amendment 
the National Academy of Sciences. does on this issue. It says, "The Secre
Now these are important people in tary shall seek to obtain commitments 
American scientific policy. Dr. Press for foreign participation for the SSC 
says to me in a letter: for not less than 25 percent nor more 

I certainly agree with your premise that than 331/s percent." There are no teeth 
we should encourage foreign participation in the Roe substitute amendment. It 
in large-scale projects of this sort. Increas- means that the foreign governments 
ingly in the coming years, both the financial that we are going to ask to contribute 
and the intellectual resources required for 
major scientific endeavors will have to be to the SSC can tell the United States 
international. The challenge, I think, is to to go fly a kite and we are going to go 
find mechanisms that encourage <and per- ahead and build it all on the back of 
haps even require) international participa- the American taxpayer and not have 
tion while still signaling the intention of any mandatory foreign participation. 
this country to proceed with this important 
scientific program. D 1230 

Now I want to proceed with this su- On the other hand, the Boehlert 
perconducting super collider because I amendment says that no funds shall 
recognize that it is a major scientific be expended until 25 percent of the 
initiative for the United States of cost of operating the SSC comes from 
America. But I am also a realist and I foreign sources. That has got teeth in 
know that foreign scientists are going it, and that is going to force the for
to beat a path to our door because eign dollars to come in to reduce the 
they are going to want to use this cost of this project to the American 
great facility. They will be able to use taxpayer. 
it. If they want to have some of the The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
benefit, how about sharing some of gentleman from New York [Mr. BOER
the burden? Burden-sharing is a con- LERT] has expired. 
cept that this Congress embraces. We (By unanimous consent, Mr. BoER
tell it to our allies in NATO when we LERT was allowed to proceed for 3 addi
are talking about defending the Atlan- tiona! minutes.) 
tic Alliance; we are talking about it to Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
the Japanese, our good friends over man, if the gentleman will continue to 
the Pacific, about picking up a greater yield, there have been a number of red 
share of their defense burden. How herrings that have been put forward 
about international scientific coopera- by those who oppose the Boehlert 
tion? How about all those other scien- amendment and support the Roe sub
tists, the Germans, the English, all stitute, and every one of those is falla-

cious. For example, we have heard the 
argument that the adoption of the 
Boehlert amendment will allow for
eign countries to determine U.S. sci
ence policy. That is absolutely not 
true. The Congress of the United 
States is determining U.S. science 
policy today, and the question on this 
amendment is whether we wish to 
internationalize the cost of the sse or 
not, and that determination is going to 
be made today by the Members of this 
body if the Boehlert amendment is 
adopted and the Roe amendment is re
jected, and it will be made by nobody 
else. 

We have heard the argument that 
the Boehlert amendment will decrease 
the competitiveness of American in
dustries by increasing international 
participation. That is an absolutely 
false argument because section 107<4> 
of the bill limits foreign manufacture 
to a third of the major systems or 
components as so, therefore, American 
industry is guaranteed at least two
thirds of all the high-tech compo
nents. 

Finally, we hear the implication that 
the Boehlert amendment in the sec
tion I have just referred to is incom
patible. That is not true either. The 
Boehlert amendment merely means 
that not all foreign contributions will 
be able to go high tech systems or 
components, and that is only fair. If 
the United States is going to pay for 
digging tunnels and other nonglamor
ous expenses, so should others, if they 
are going to reap the scientific bene
fits. So what this is going to mean, if 
the Boehlert amendment is adopted, is 
that the Japanese or Europeans or 
anybody else cannot simply come in 
and offer to do the high tech stuff and 
pay for it while our taxpayers end up 
paying for digging the tunnels and 
pouring the concrete. They are going 
to share the entire cost of all these 
components and all of the costs of the 
construction of the sse on an equal 
and fair basis. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen
tleman from New York for introducing 
his amendment. I think that the Roe 
substitute makes absolutely no sense 
at all if we wish to force foreign gov
ernments into making contributions. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin, for his contribution, 
and I would like to point out that we 
thought so much in this Congress and 
in this committee particularly about 
the importance of international scien
tific cooperation that we created a 
subcommittee with that very title, a 
Subcommittee on International Scien
tific Cooperation. 

I see my distinguished chairman 
standing there, and I am proud to 
serve on that subcommittee, because 
international scientific cooperation is 
extremely important. 
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Now, let us not worry about all these 

claims that if we have international 
cooperation, everything is going to fall 
apart. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BoEH
LERTl has expired. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
want to object, and I reserve the right 
to object. I will not object if the gen
tleman will yield to me during some of 
the time. Otherwise we are going to be 
here on this for another hour. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I will be glad to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ROE. Then, Mr. Chairman, I 
have no objection. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser
vation of objection. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to point out to my chair
man and to my colleagues in the 
House that when we are talking about 
international scientific cooperation, 
we already have it with the space sta
tion. We have been talking about the 
Mars exploration. The President of 
the United States has just visited the 
Kremlin, and he has been dealing with 
the General Secretary of the U.S.S.R. 
They have talked about United States
Soviet international cooperation. So 
we talk about international coopera
tion, and we have burden-sharing all 
the time, and that makes sense. 

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to yield to 
the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I am going 
to wait for the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. HALL] and I will ask him to yield. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be pleased to yield. I would be 
glad to yield to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. HALL] ask the 
gentleman from New York to yield? 

Mr. HALL of Texas. No, Mr. Chair
man, I was waiting for the gentleman 
to yield back the balance of his time. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
will be glad to yield back the balance 
of my time after I make this point. 
Burden-sharing makes sense. It makes 
sense for this project, it makes sense 
for the American people, and most of 
all, it makes sense for the taxpayers 
because we all know that the interna
tional community is going to use this 
project, and if they do, I say, how 
about having them pay some of the 
costs of the construction of this 
project? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALL of Texas. I yield to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, let me say 
this: 
Alas that youth should vanish like the rose, 
that life's sweet-scented manuscript should 

close. 
Fantasy, fantasy, fantasy. 
No. 1, this chairman was the one 

who devised the International Sub
committee to be placed in the Commit
tee on Science, Space, and Technolo
gy. That is No. 1. This chairman wrote 
the language that curtailed foreign 
participation so that our high technol
ogy could not be diverted from the 
United States. This chairman wrote 
that particular language which our 
people are saying is good language, 
and I am pleased with that. 

Nobody is telling the American 
people to go fly a kite, or that this 
program is being put on the back of 
the American taxpayer. That funda
mentally is not so. If the supercon
ducting super collider is worth build
ing at all-and I visited CERN and 
talked to all their executives and rep
resentatives from 13 different coun
tries who are participating in that pro
gram-the economic benefit from this 
program in Europe alone is an eco
nomic benefit ratio of 5 to 1. So every
body is in favor of the superconduct
ing supercollider. 

But maybe the distinguished gentle
man from New York is forgetting 
something. We wrote into this bill 
that, yes, they can participate and 
should participate, but we gave lati
tude to the Secretary to make those 
determinations and to report back to 
the Congress to make the final deci
sions that would have to be made. 

Did the gentleman consider the 
point of view that, suppose we decided 
not to have anybody participate from 
another country, and suppose that Illi
nois or Texas or Arizona or one of the 
other States in our Nation decided 
they would put up the money, the bal
ance of the money. As it is now, we 
have this cockamamy program where, 
when the time is ripe, we say, "What is 
in the envelope, please?" That will 
come to the Department of Energy, 
and he will open up the envelope, and 
that is what the State is going to par
ticipate in. Yet we can go to foreign 
countries and say, "If you put up $2 or 
$3 billion, you get part of the cream of 
the crop." But we deny the States to 
do that. 

I say to the Members that what we 
have done is provide the latitude here, 
and we have stuck right to what we 
said. We do not want them to get more 

than 33% percent, and I am totally in 
favor of foreign participation. But I 
am not going to deny that State the 
right to put up additional funds if 
they want to. 

Let me point out what the language 
says. The language here says that the 
Secretary shall not expend any funds 
authorized under section 1 and (d) 
until the Secretary receives commit
ments of foreign participation totaling 
not less than 25 percent. But suppose 
the Secretary decides that either Illi
nois or Texas or Arizona or Tennessee 
is an eligible State, and they say, "We 
are ready to negotiate if you are ready 
to go ahead, but we don't have the 25 
percent." Then I have got to wait, but 
suppose I am from Texas and I will 
put up the other billion and a half dol
lars because I do not want to delay for 
10 years. 

So from my point of view, the gen
tleman is right on participation, but I 
think we have made a reasonable 
point here, and I think we should re
serve the right to ourselves. And it is 
not flag-waving, but let me say that 
even if it were flag-waving, then I am 
going to wave that flag from this end 
of the Capitol to the other end of the 
Capitol, and God save the queen. But I 
say that we have given the flexibility, 
and we want the foreign participation, 
but we do not want foreign participa
tion to dominate. I think this is fair 
and just to the States that are in
volved. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
will reclaim the balance of my time, 
and I would like to say that I totally 
agree with the distinguished chairman 
of the committee. I even agree with 
the gentleman from New York in that 
we want some participation. We made 
visits to CERN and DESY seeking par
ticipation. We took people from Com
merce, Defense, and other areas to do 
the talking, and as the gentleman 
from Wisconsin well knows, when he 
talks about percentage of participation 
from foreign sources for the space sta
tion, that was voluntary. This should 
be voluntary. 

The substitute that the committee 
chairman has given us gives us the 
option. We can take the participation. 
Surely, as the gentleman from New 
York remembers, the administration 
came before the International Sub
committee and testified that they did 
not favor a mandated Federal foreign 
participation, that they were fearful 
that it would do just exactly what this 
chairman pointed out. 

I am for foreign participation. I 
want it, but let me tell the Members 
the fear that I have. In going over 
there and visiting where it is almost 
totally world coordinated foreign par
ticipation, particularly at CERN, I 
went down into the main collision 
chamber and . we took folks with us. 
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We did a documentary there that is 
available now. 

D 1240 
Not one time did I walk through a 

metal detector. I am not really sure 
that we can operate like that. 

Scientists can transcend national 
boundaries. They think probably on a 
higher level than we do, but we have 
to think practically, and I would like 
to allow foreign participation in the 
form of using our operation and using 
our equipment. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. SMITH of 
Florida). The time of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. HALL] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HALL of 
Texas was allowed to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute.> 

Mr. HALL of Texas. For internation
al participation it is so complex, if we 
get it to 24¥2 percent, and then we are 
held up. The U.S. commitment has to 
come first. It is a poor negotiating 
tactic. It is a lever for the SSC oppo
nents. It can cost us U.S. jobs, and we 
cannot construct until we get the 25 
percent. 

Please, we cannot live with that. Let 
us take the 25 percent, if we can get it, 
let us take it on our terms. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the substi
tute amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. RoE] and I 
would simply point out that there are 
some very, very serious flaws to the 
original amendment as proposed by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BoEHLERT]. It is those flaws that led 
the committee to reject the amend
ment despite the surface attraction 
and the surface appeal it has. 

Yes, we do get frustrated about the 
lack of equal burden-sharing particu
larly among our Western NATO allies 
and the defense issues, and we have all 
expressed our concerns on that in the 
series of votes just several weeks ago. 
And, yes, some of that does extend 
into the scientific infrastructure 
projects. 

But the problem of the gentleman's 
amendment; that is to say the gentle
man from New York, is that really 
holds our scientists hostage to the ac
tions of foreign governments. Mr. 
Chairman, I do not like hostages. I do 
not like it when Americans are held 
hostage in Iran. I do not like it when 
Americans are held hostage in Leba
non. And I am certainly not going to 
vote to hold the American scientific 
community hostage to the Mitsubishi 
cartel. It does not make sense. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the letters that 
the gentleman read to us from Dr. 
Press and others say this, and note 
what they say is opposed to what the 
gentleman's amendment does. Should 
Congress decide, then we should seek 
foreign participation. Every avenue 

ought to be explored, yes, but what his 
amendment does is says foreign par
ticipation has to be guaranteed before 
Congress decides. 

Mr. Chairman, we have the cart 
before the horse. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH
LERT] and several extensions. I would 
like to finish my remarks. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HENRY] let me clarify a point? 

Mr. HENRY. Fine, Mr. Chairman; 
I'd be pleased to yield to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. BoEHLERT]. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, the 
letter from Ronald Schmitt, the 
Chairman of the National Science 
Board, says that should Congress 
decide to proceed with funding the 
sse, with funding the sse. it should 
ask that at least 25 percent of the cost 
be obtained from foreign countries 
who will benefit from the scientific ad
vances flowing from the sse, not 
should we seek international funding. 
Should we decide to proceed with the 
project, we should go with the 25-per
cent minimum. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BoEHLERT] but he does not say we 
should hold back funding contingent 
on such a match, although that is 
clearly something to be noted, if that 
is Press' letter, and the gentleman has 
read several. He also said that the 
challenge to this Congress, and I agree 
with the challenge, is to find mecha
nisms while, and I quote the letter, 
"still proceeding." 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's 
amendment prevents us from proceed
ing and has the inadvertent effect 
then of allowing our potential interna
tional competitors in the scientific 
community to hold us in check until 
they perhaps are in a position to more 
advantageously attack the project 
then ourselves and thereby potentially 
sacrificing our superiority in this 
branch of science. I just do not think 
we should get ourselves in a situation 
where we hold our scientific communi
ty hostage to the actions of another 
nation and then say that we will do 
nothing to seek their release until the 
nations holding them hostage give us 
permission to do it. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON]. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I also would like to rise in sup
port of the distinguished chairman's 
substitute amendment and in opposi
tion to the gentleman from New 
York's amendment. I think, if we man
date a certain percentage of foreign 
participation, that does tend to tie our 
hands. I think the chairman's substi-

tute where we set a target that we en
courage the Secretary of Energy to 
seek a certain level of participation, 
that is much more flexible. It achieves 
the same purpose. It sets a policy of 
the Congress, a sense of the Congress, 
that we need foreign participation and 
that we want a minimum of 25 per
cent. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also just like 
to point out that since some States 
think that Texas is a foreign nation in 
a sense, if this amendment were to 
pass, it would tend to favor it being se
lected in Texas since Texas has of
fered to fund $1 billion of the project. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
substitute. I just rise briefly to say 
that I have to say that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BoEHLERT] is one 
of our finer Members, and I agree with 
him most of the time, and I agree with 
him also at this time. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I believe, if we 
look at our activities with the space 
station, the 25-percent commitment 
was no problem from Canada, Europe, 
Japan. And if we are to pass the gen
tleman's language, many of the parti
cipatory areas of the super collider 
would come late in the program, and 
before construction could start we 
might be held hostage to that lateness 
where they would be looking for their 
own participation. 

Second of all, could my colleagues 
imagine the scenario where we might 
have 22- or 23-percent participation 
and some nation says, "Well, look. 
We'll go along with you and come up 
with additional money, but here's 
what we want." 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the 
substitute is not bad for this reason, 
and I philosophically am in line with 
the gentleman's thinking. I do not 
think there is anybody that rises more 
for buy American, and I will be rising 
later today, shortly, for a buy Ameri
can amendment. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I support the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BoEH
LERTl and I think that he is doing a 
great job, but I think that the substi
tute gives us that leeway, and more 
importantly it gives the States an op
portunity. 

Mr. Chairman, some States may 
want to kick up and come up with 
some additional money here. I think 
that makes a lot of sense. It gives 
more of this project to America, and I 
am more concerned about what are 
the benefits to America, and I think 
that we offer that, and I do not think 
it is really a bad situation. 
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Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen

tleman from New York. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to point out that earlier in 
debate we had two chairmen talking. 
We had the chairman of the full com
mittee and the chairman of the Sub
committee on International Scientific 
Cooperation. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. HALL] says that we are at 
the mercy of foreign nations because 
they might not want to contribute, 
and the chairman, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. RoE] says that we are 
at the mercy of foreign nations be
cause they dominate the funding of 
the project. 

I mean which is the right answer to 
this whole thing? 

Now the point of the matter is that 
we have had before our committee 
expert testimony from the administra
tion which said that it has visited the 
foreign capitals around the world, and 
they are excited about this project. 
They want to participate, but there is 
no incentive from them to participate 
unless we mandate it. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the important 
thing. They are going to collect all the 
benefits from our taxpayer dollars. 
Why not share some of the burden? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I do not totally dis
agree, as I said earlier, but I believe 
for the issues that I had brought up 
that I think the substitute is more ap
propriate. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. FA WELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. I 
will not use the 5 minutes. I simply 
want to rise in support of the chair
man's substitute, and I note that in 
the statements from the gentleman 
from Wisconsin he set forth the issue 
as being whether or not we wish to 
internationalize. In reality, I think 
that has been shown not to be the 
issue because I think all of us have a 
firm consensus here that we all want 
international contributions here. 

Mr. Chairman, as far as I am con
cerned, the DOE has indicated they 
could go even to 40 percent, and that 
would be fine with me. However, the 
one-third limitation I have no objec
tion to necessarily. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that is the 
important point. The issue is not 
whether we are for or against burden
sharing here as has been stated sever
al times by the proponents of the 
original amendment. But the real issue 
is whether or not we want to tempo
rarily set forth a kill of the construc
tion and authority to move ahead 
while we wait and are tapping our fin
gers to determine when we are going 

to hit that magic figure of 25-percent 
contribution. 

I do not think any of us also has any 
doubt that Senator DoLE will do every
thing possible to get that foreign con
tribution. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I simply do not 
believe that the original amendment 
was necessary. I think the substitute is 
very sound. 

0 1250 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. RoE] as a 
substitute for the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BOEHLERT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 309, noes 
16, not voting 106, as follows: 

Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Atkins 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Brennan 
Brooks 
Brown <CO> 
Bruce 
Buechner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman (TX> 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 

[Roll No. 1661 

AYES-309 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis (IL) 
Davis <M!) 
de la Garza 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
DioGuardi 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dornan<CA> 
Downey 
Dreier 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans 
Fa well 
Feighan 
Fields 
Flake 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Ford <MD 
Frank 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Grandy 

Grant 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hastert 
Hayes <IL> 
Hayes <LA> 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jenkins 
Johnson <CT> 
Johnson <SD> 
Jones <NC> 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kastenmeier 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Leath <TX> 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin <MD 
Levine <CA) 
Lewis <FL> 

Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowery <CA> 
Lujan 
Luken, Thomas 
Lukens, Donald 
Madigan 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McMillan <NC) 
McMillen <MD> 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Min eta 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nielson 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Owens<NY> 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 

Boehlert 
Espy 
Fish 
Green 
Lowry <WA> 
McGrath 

Parris 
Pashayan 
Patterson 
Pease 
Perkins 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Saiki 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter <VA> 
Smith (FL) 
Smith <NJ) 

NOES-16 
Miller <WA> 
Molinari 
Petri 
Schneider 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 

Smith(TX> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR) 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<FL> 

Slaughter <NY> 
Visclosky 
Walker 
Wortley 

NOT VOTING-106 
Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Biaggi 
Bonker 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Campbell 
Carper 
Collins 
Coughlin 
Daub 
DeFazio 
Dixon 
Dowdy 
Duncan 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Flippo 
Foley 
Ford (TN) 
Frenzel 
Garcia 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Gregg 

Guarini Ortiz 
Hammerschmidt Owens <UT> 
Hansen Pelosi 
Harris Penny 
Hatcher Pepper 
Hawkins Rahall 
Hefley Rangel 
Horton Ray 
Huckaby Roberts 
Hyde Rodino 
Jacobs Rostenkowski 
Jeffords Schulze 
Jones <TN> Sharp 
Kemp Skeen 
Kleczka Skelton 
Konnyu Smith <IA) 
Lewis <CA> Smith <NE> 
Lewis <GA> Spence 
Livingston St Germain 
Lott Stallings 
Lungren Stangeland 
Mack Studds 
MacKay Taylor 
Manton Torres 
Marlenee Torricelli 
Martin <NY> Towns 
Mazzoli Vander Jagt 
McCandless Waxman 
McDade Weiss 
Mica Williams 
Miller < CA> Wilson 
Moody Wise 
Morrison (W A) Wyden 
Murphy Young <AK> 
Nichols 
Oakar 
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The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Fazio for, with Mr. Jacobs against. 
Mr. Rodino for, with Mr. MacKay against. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire 

changed his vote from "no" to "aye." 
So the amendment offered as a sub

stitute for the amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. BOEHLERT], 
as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

0 1310 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise for the purpose 
of engaging in colloquy with the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. RoE], 
chairman of the Committee on Sci
ence, Space, and Technology. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand that 
this bill contains $517,000 for contin
ued operation of the Great Plains Coal 
Gasification Plant located in North 
Dakota. These funds are for continu
ing environmental compliance and ad
ministrative costs, and the plant is in 
fact accumulating revenues from the 
sale of natural gas which are going 
into an account that now contains 
over $100 million. So the plant is in 
fact earning the Government money. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the De
partment of Energy is trying to sell 
this plant to a private company, and is 
currently evaluating eight bids which 
have been received. A decision is ex
pected this summer. 
· The Federal Government has invest

ed a great deal of money in this plant, 
which is one of the few of its kind in 
the world, and the only one in the 
United States. The plant uses technol
ogy on the cutting edge of scientific 
knowledge, and has been a technologi
cal success in every respect. We contin
ue to gain new insights into alterna
tive energy prospects from the oper
ation of this plant, and I would just 
like to make sure that the objective of 
the Science, Space, and Technology 
Committee is to keep the plant up and 
running, regardless of whether it is 
the Federal Government or a private 
company that operates the plant. 

Mr. ROE. My chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORAN of North Dakota. I 
yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. ROE. I appreciate the concerns 
of the gentleman from North Dakota, 
who is correct that the plant is cur
rently returning revenues to more 
than cover the operating expenses. I 
want to assure the gentleman that I 
agree that we must make sure the 
Great Plains Plant continues in oper-

ation. It is the committee's intention 
that if and when the Department of 
Energy sells this plant, it would 
impose whatever conditions are neces
sary to insure that the new owner con
tinues full operation of the plant. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. And 
in the event the Department elects not 
to sell the plant, would the committee 
intend that the Department continue 
to operate the plant as long as it con
tinues to benefit the future energy se
curity of this country? 

Mr. ROE. The gentleman is correct. 
That would be the committee's inten
tion. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
thank the chairman for his assurances 
and for his cooperation. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PACKARD 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PACKARD: On 

page 12, following line 13, insert new subsec
tion 107(6). 

(6) STATE CONTRIBUTION.-(a) The super
conducting super collider may only be sited 
in a State which has agreed to contribute to 
the project with non-Federal funds and/or 
in-kind contributions a minimum of ten per 
centum of the total initial estimated cost of 
the project as determined by the Secretary 
of Energy. 

(b) The Secretary shall negotiate with the 
state to determine a mutually agreeable 
payment schedule not to exceed 20 years 
that does not conflict with a State's consti
tution or spending limits. 

<c> The State may use contributions from 
nongovernmental agencies to meet this obli
gation. 

(d) In kind contributions are those have a 
direct impact on the functioning of the fa
cility, whether on or off the actual facility 
site. Such contributions shall include but 
not be limited to: materials; labor; technical 
expertise or studies; improvements made to 
infrastructure serving the site area such as 
roads and highways, airports, water and 
sewer, electricity and power; land and asso
ciated land, water, and mineral rights; con
tributions or improvements made to educa
tional or academic facilities in support of re
search related to the project and conducted 
at the facility; housing and other benefits 
for the attendant working or research popu
lation; and the cost of any subsidies provid
ed to the facility such as energy, water, or 
materials provided at less than market cost. 
Only such State or private expenditures as 
would not have been incurred but for the 
project shall be counted as in kind contribu
tions for the purpose of this subsection. 

<e> Any cash payments made by the select
ed state shall be refunded in cash by the 
Secretary in the event the facility is can
celed or in the event funds are not appropri
ated to complete construction of the facili
ty. 

Mr. PACKARD (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is clear that this project if it is 
to succeed and be funded is going to 
have some help from other sources. 
We just passed an amendment that 
allows foreign participation. My 
amendment would ask that the State 
in which this project is ultimately 
sited, that State will be asked to con
tribute in all forms, in kind as well as 
cash contributions, at least 10 percent 
of the initial estimate of the project. 

I think it is critical that this occur 
because the State that receives the 
project should give back to the project 
something because of the remarkable 
benefits that come to the State in 
which this will be sited. It actually 
adds up to billions of dollars in terms 
of jobs, in terms of economic benefits, 
and there will be significant benefits 
so I feel that the States should be re
quired to participate in the construc
tion costs and other costs. This can be 
done in a multitude of ways, and I 
urge support for my amendment. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from California yield? 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to yield to the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee [Mrs. LLoYD]. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from California for 
yielding. I want to thank him for his 
courtesies in helping to forge an agree
ment out of his original amendment. 
We certainly have come a long way. It 
is a much better amendment now. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
and congratulate the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PACKARD] for negotiat
ing a compromise on this thorny issue, 
and really trying to work with the 
Members that are affected. I agree 
with my colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PACKARD], that 
unless we do have the support from 
the State and can show we are dead se
rious, certainly the support for this 
project will erode in this body. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PAcK
ARD] on his amendment if the State 
contribution is based upon the total 
initial estimated cost of the sse as de
termined by the Secretary of Energy. 
It will not be an unknown cost further 
down the line. This is the initial esti
mated cost. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, in answer to the 
question of the gentlewoman from 
Tennessee [Mrs. LLoYD] we have made 
every effort to eliminate an escalating 
project cost that the States would 
have an unending responsibility 
toward. To do that we have tied this 
requirement of 10 percent to the ini
tial estimated cost of the project. 
Those estimations in my judgment will 
have to be made before the project is 
ever let out to bid and thus the State 
will know at that point what their 
commitment would be. 
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Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman would yield further, in your 
non-Federal and contributions in kind, 
have you included State or private ex
penditures that would not have been 
incurred but for the project and shall 
be counted as in-kind contributions for 
the purpose of this subsection? 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentlewoman is correct. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PACKARD] for yielding, and for working 
and negotiating with members of the 
committee to iron out an acceptable 
amendment. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the remarks of the gentle
woman from Tennessee [Mrs. LLoYD]. 
I am aware that she is looking to pro
tect the small States and their compe
tition for this project. We have tried 
to accommodate those matters. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to ask, if I might, a question or two of 
the author of this amendment. 

Just so I am absolutely clear, is your 
intention that all of the in-kind contri
butions of a State including the land, 
the infrastructure, and all of the other 
things that might be done would count 
in any way toward the completion of 
this project, would they be counted as 
part of the State's participation? 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KoLBE] 
is correct. We have not intended to 
withhold any of the State's contribu
tions in terms of offsite or onsite im
provements as long as they are re
quired by the project. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, my un
derstanding is that the State would 
have to make this decision as to 
whether or not it would agree to par
ticipate at 10 percent, that it would 
know what the costs would be ahead 
of time. That is that the Secretary of 
Energy would make that initial cost 
determination and the State would 
agree to that. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, that is my under
standing, that the Secretary as soon as 
those initial cost estimates are estab
lished, this would be before the bids 
are let out, and the States would be in
formed of that. 

Mr. KOLBE. And if the gentleman 
will yield further for a final question, 
has any consideration been given since 
we just adopted an amendment which 
suggests there might be between 25 
and 33 percent foreign participation, 
has any consideration been given to 
whether that would be counted or not 
counted in this determination? 

Mr. PACKARD. No, it is not the 
intent of this amendment that the 

State would be able to count foreign 
moneys, but they can count all 
moneys that are arranged for by their 
State from the private sector or from 
nongovernment sectors. 

Mr. KOLBE. My question was, 
would that amount be deducted first? 
In other words, if it was a $4 billion 
project and there was $1 billion of for
eign partiicpation, is it 10 percent of 
$4 billion or 10 percent of $3 billion as 
the gentleman understands it? 

Mr. PACKARD. On that point I 
would like to yield to the chairman of 
the committee as to his understand
ing. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. RoE]. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, it is my un
derstanding that as far as foreign com
petition, that would be deducted from 
the overall cost because it does not 
relate to the overall cost. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PACKARD] yielding. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. RoE]. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, we have 
examined the amendment of the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PACKARD] 
on this side and I want to commend 
him and also commend the gentle
woman from Tennessee [Mrs. LLOYD] 
and others of the committee who 
worked so hard to bring this into reali
ty and on that basis we would accept 
the amendment from the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PACKARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE] for his remarks. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment. I think it is a 
thoughtful amendment from the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PACKARD] 
and I appreciate the opportunity to 
speak out on behalf of such a fine 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. PACKARD]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Al\IENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOEHLERT 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer my amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BoEHLERT: At 

the end of the bill, add the following new 
section: 

"SEC. . CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY.-No 
funds are authorized and no funds appropri
ated or otherwise made available to t h e De
partment of Energy may be obligated or ex
pended in fiscal year 1989 for clean coal 
technology demonstration projects unless 
the United States has first established 

schedules and standards to achieve a sub
stantial reduction in airborne emissions of 
sulfur and nitrogen oxides which are pre
cursors of acid deposition. This section shall 
not apply to the 11 demonstration projects 
already selected for cofunding pursuant to 
Public Law 99-190 and Department of 
Energy Program Opportunity Notice 
number DE-PS01-86FE60966." 

Mr. BOEHLERT <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 

point of order against the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New Jersey reserves a point of 
order against the amendment. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
know the point of order will be sus
tained so I will start with that assump
tion. I want to make it absolutely clear 
that I support the Clean Coal Tech
nology Program. I think the Clean 
Coal Technology Program is impor
tant for America for a whole lot of 
good reasons. It will protect coal 
mining employment and that is some
thing that we have to be part icularly 
sensitive to. 

D 1320 
It will increase energy independence, 

and that is something that is extreme
ly important. I support it , but I am 
concerned that we are spending money 
by the ton on a Clean Coal Technolo
gy Program when we have no program 
for the United States of America to 
deal with the serious problem of acid 
precipitation, and we should set stand
ards, set a timetable. 

Acid precipitation is recognized now 
as an international problem. It is no 
longer just a problem between New 
York and Ohio or even New York, New 
England and the Ohio River Valley 
States. It is truly an international 
problem. That was made abundantly 
clear 3 years ago in Quebec City when 
the President of the Unit ed States 
went to Canada to meet with Prime 
Minister Mulroney to talk about the 
areas of concern to our two nations, 
and I think a lot of people were sur
prised. They thought automatically 
the Prime Minister would say mutual 
defense is critically important , that is 
No. 1 on our agenda, or mutual trade, 
that is important, that is No. 2 on our 
agenda, but that is not what the Prime 
Minister said. He said the No. 1 issue 
of concern to Americans, Canadians, 
and the United States is acid rain. 

We have got to do something. It is a 
cancer in the sky that is taking a dev
astating toll on the American econo
my, and we should do something about 
it. While I wish to proceed with a 
Clean Coal Technology Program, I am 
supportive of it, and I think it is a wise 
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investment of our dollars, I also wish 
to see in conjunction with that Clean 
Coal Technology Program a timetable 
for action to use the benefit of the 
clean coal technology to reduce the 
cancer in the sky, the acid precipita
tion that is causing so much damage. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I think we share a concern for clean 
air. This should be a No. 1 objective in 
our health programs, to ensure that 
the air we breathe is clean. I just want 
to say that I think the Clean Coal Pro
gram is moving along with a lot of suc
cess. The first offering brought in a 
number of projects. Some 50 projects 
were offered, 9 were selected, 7 under
way. 

The requirements in the Clean Coal 
Program were that the private sector 
had to at least match the Federal dol
lars 50-50. As a matter of fact, on the 
first round the private sector is put
ting up 65 percent of the money for 
the projects. I think it illustrates very 
clearly that there is a strong commit
ment out there on the part of the pri
vate sector to develop the technology 
that will enable us to use America's 
greatest energy resource in a way that 
does not impact on the environment 
adversely. 

We have in the United States today 
proven reserves of coal of about 500 
million tons, and this translates in 
terms of Btu's, that translates into the 
equivalent of 1% trillion barrels of oil, 
and we need to use that to develop the 
energy independence of the United 
States. 

I think that our objectives are the 
same. It is important that we continue 
the Clean Coal Program, that we do it 
in a way that is productive and a good 
use of our scientific resources. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. LUJAN. I want to congratulate 
the gentleman on offering this amend
ment. 

He is absolutely correct. There is no 
question about it, the Clean Coal 
Technology Program is doing abso
lutely nothing to clean up our air. We 
have researched the question of acid 
rain to death. We know the problem. 
We know what must be done, and we 
know how to solve it with the avail
able technology. We should get on 
with it. I congratulate the gentleman 
for bringing it up. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
agree with my colleague. We study, 
study, study. All the experts tell us we 
have all the technology we need to get 
on with at least a partial solution of 
the problem. We are never going to 
come up with a partial solution of the 

problem until we have the benefit of a 
successful Clean Coal Program. How
ever, I would point out that Governor 
Kean of New Jersey said it so well, 
that if all we do is to continue to study 
the problem, we will end up with the 
best documented environmental disas
ter in history, and the gentleman from 
New Jersey, the chairman of my com
mittee and a neighbor, knows full well 
that the Governor speaks the truth. 
We have got to get on with the job of 
cleaning up after the problem of acid 
rain, and I want to do that in conjunc
tion with moving ahead with the 
Clean Coal Technology Program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BoEH
LERT] has expired. 

<On request of Mr. CoATS, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BoEHLERT was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. COATS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman, my friend, for yielding. 

I just want to respond to the gentle
man from New Mexico, in response to 
his statement or assertion that the 
Clean Coal Program has not done any
thing to reduce acid rain. The very 
reason why we want to continue the 
funding for the Clean Coal Program is 
to develop the technology so we can do 
something about acid rain. That is 
why we do not want to put a roadblock 
in. We do not want to stop it. Right 
now some very promising technology 
is underway with some significant 
gains to clean the air, to burn a much 
cleaner coal; second, the Clean Air Act 
currently in law is reducing sulfur di
oxide emissions and nitrous oxide 
emissions in this country. Let us not 
frame it from the standpoint that 
nothing is being done. A substantial 
amount is being done. 

Billions are being spent, and we are 
saying that with the precious re
sources we have here at home, we 
have the ability to develop the tech
nology to bring about the objective 
both gentlemen are trying to achieve. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I will point out that 
both gentlemen are right. I am not 
trying to be a diplomat. I think the 
gentleman from New Mexico is right. 
We are not using the technology al
ready developed effectively, and as a 
result of that, all Americans are suf
fering from the adverse effects of acid 
precipitation. 

On the other hand, the Clean Coal 
Technology Program is moving for
ward at a snail's pace, and a lot of the 
projects are long range in nature 
rather than offering some potential 
immediate benefit. We have got to 
deal with the problem of acid precipi
tation. It is the most serious unattend
ed environmental problem facing the 

United States of America today. I 
would like to see us move forward with 
that in conjunction with a workable 
Clean Coal Technology Program. 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, this is neither 
the time nor the place to have an acid rain 
debate. The Energy and Commerce Commit
tee is working on acid rain legislation. 

Mr. WAXMAN's Subcommittee on Health and 
Environment is in the process of marking up a 
clean air bill which includes acid rain provi
sions. 

My Subcommittee on Energy and Power is 
holding hearings on acid rain. We had a hear
ing on the science last week; we are having a 
hearing on conservation and acid rain in 2 
weeks; a field hearing in Indianapolis in 3 
weeks; and a hearing on acid rain and clean 
coal technology also in 3 weeks. 

While clean coal and acid rain are related, 
there are benefits to the current Clean Coal 
Technology Program without consideration of 
acid rain controls. We should not hold the pro
gram hostage to the resolution of a particular
ly knotty political issue. 

The new solicitation for the Clean Coal 
Technology Program has drawn 54 proposed 
projects, valued at more than $5.3 billion. 

There is no better indication, Mr. Chairman, 
of the extent of interest in this program
which mandates strict cost sharing between 
the Government and the private sector. 

The Clean Coal Technology Program is an 
important energy security plan. It will lead to 
more efficient utilization of our most abundant 
domestic energy resource. 

This program will lead to the development 
of technologies that have distinct environmen
tal advantages-they will be cleaner than a 
variety of conventional coal technologies. 

It will also lead to the development of more 
cost-effective compliance options for meeting 
any prospective State or Federal acid rain re
quirements. 

This program is fulfilling an agreement we 
made with Canada to move to solve the cross 
boundary pollution problem through a joint 
Government and private sector investment in 
clean coal. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, although I reserve 
my rights to continue to be a friendly critic of 
this program as the Energy and Commerce 
Committee exercises its oversight responsibil
ities. I remain a strong supporter of the pro
gram and would strongly oppose any proposal 
such as the one before us today that could 
jeopardize our forward progress. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. RoE l wish 
to pursue his point of order? 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec
tion, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT : At 

the end of section 112 add a new section as 
follows: SEc. 113. <a> The Secretary shall 
award to a domestic firm a contract that, 
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under the use of competitive procedures, 
would be awarded to a foreign firm, if-

< 1 > the final product of the domestic firm 
will be completely assembled in the United 
States; 

(2) when completely assembled, not less 
than 50 percent of the final product of the 
domestic firm will be domestically produced; 
and 

(3) the difference between the bids sub
mitted by the foreign and domestic firms is 
not more than 6 percent. 

<b> This section shall not apply to the 
extent to which-

(1) such applicability would not be in the 
public interest; 

<2> compelling national security consider
ations require otherwise; or 

(3) the United States Trade Representa
tive determines that such an award would 
be in violation of the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade or an international agree
ment to which the United States is a party. 

(c) For purposes of this section-
< 1) the term "domestic firm" means a 

business entity that is organized under the 
laws of the United States and that conducts 
business operations in the United States; 
and 

(2) the term "foreign firm" means a busi
ness entity not described in paragraph (1). 

(d) This section shall apply only to con
tracts for which-

(1) amounts are made available pursuant 
to this Act; and 

<2> solicitations for bids are issued after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(e) All funds made available under section 
107 of this Act are exempt from the provi
sions of this section. 

(f) The Secretary shall report to the Con
gress on contracts covered under this Act 
and entered into with foreign entities in 
fiscal year 1988 and shall report to the Con
gress on the number of contracts that meet 
the requirements of subsection <a> but 
which are determined by the United States 
Trade Representative to be in violation of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade or an international agreement to 
which the United States is party. The Secre
tary shall also report to the Congress on the 
number of contracts covered under this Act 
and awarded based upon the parameters of 
section 113. The Secretary shall submit such 
report to the Committee on Science, Space 
and Technology of the House of Represent
atives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
by January 1, 1990. 

Mr. TRAFICANT <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, 

this is my Buy American language and 
it is the standard language that I have 
offered to many bills, and it has no 
hidden revelations to it. I offer it to 
the committee in good faith. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
am happy to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, the com
mittee has examined the amendment 

on this side of the aisle and has no ob
jections to the amendment. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, we have 
also examined it on this side, and we 
have no objection. Let me tell the gen
tleman that I congratulate him. He 
has been a leader in the Buy American 
amendments throughout all the bills, 
and I congratulate him for it, and I 
urge the approval. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I am happy to 
yield to the gentlewoman. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I also 
want to congratulate the gentleman 
on this amendment, and I wholeheart
edly support him. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 

delaying the expenditure of clean coal 
funding until an acid rain control pro
gram is in place. 

I have addressed this House many 
times about horror stories of acid rain 
damage. 

Most people will admit-even if off 
the record-that acid rain is a very se
rious environmental problem. And in 
my opinion the problem is more like a 
disaster. Lakes and streams are dead 
and dying. Forests are declining in 
record numbers, and studies have doc
umented that acid rain has a measura
ble affect on human health. 

That information is not new to 
anyone who has examined this issue. 
What has not been examined very 
closely, however, is the smokescreen 
called clean coal. Four years ago, I was 
practically alone in opposing this "Son 
of Synfuels" program. I was opposed 
because I sensed two looming conse
quences that would set back acid rain 
control efforts for years and that 
would cost other important energy 
programs dearly. And those same two 
consequences are surfacing this year, 
as the administration begins to spend 
the $1 billion already appropriated for 
clean coal. 

First of all, let's make no mistake 
about it. 

The clean coal is plainly and simply 
a corporate welfare program. It subsi
dizes industry for expenditures that 
should be paid for by the private 
sector. We're not talking about acid 
rain control here, we're talking about 
pork. Take a look at the projects DOE 
is selecting. Just a month ago, a 
project across the West Virginia 
border, costing $185 million in Federal 
funds, will make S02 reductions all 

right. But these reductions will cost 
thousands of dollars per ton. 

We have technology right now, on 
the shelf, that can reduce acid rain 
emissions by 95 percent, and these 
scrubbers cost only $500 per ton. This 
project is just a way for those compa
nies to repower these plants at the ex
pense of Federal taxpayers. 

The second consequence of spending 
more on clean coal directly affects the 
work of this committee, and my friend 
BoB RoE should listen closely to this 
problem. 

H.R. 4505 correctly restores cuts to 
vital energy research programs. The 
Science and Technology Committee 
has made excellent recommendations 
for fossil energy and energy conserva
tion programs. But appropriations at 
these relatively modest levels are seri
ously jeopardized by clean coal fund
ing. 

Just yesterday, the Appropriations 
Committee was faced with a stark 
choice. The $500 million in advance 
appropriations for fiscal year 1989 
would have to be scored with all other 
programs. 

That means we have to make deep 
reductions in important domestic pro
grams to pay for clean coal. I'm sure 
this committee would find it difficult 
to come up with $500 million in reduc
tions in the fossil or conservation 
budgets. But that's the choice we 
have. Next week, when the Interior 
bill is considered, these reductions 
might have to be made. 

Clean coal has had a free ride for a 
long time, but now we have to pay the 
price. And I am ready to join with any 
other Member in pairing this program 
back to a reasonable level. 

Mr. Chairman, I'm not against the 
development of new, cleaner burning 
technologies, but any Federal involve
ment in such a program must be ac
companied by an emission reduction 
program. We could end up spending 
billions on corporate subsidies, with
out reducing acid rain by one drop. 

We can't afford to waste scarce Fed
eral resources, and our environment 
can't afford more delays. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, if we want to 
remain a leader in the scientific world, we 
must move forward with the superconducting 
super collider project. Our international coun
terparts have moved forward aggressively in 
basic research, while we are beginning to lag 
behind. Many nations today spend two or 
three times the amount we spend on basic re
search. 

The bill before us here today, authorizes 
funding for this important project. The amount 
is not as much as the administration had 
hoped for, or as much as many of us hoped 
for, but it is a start in our efforts to construct 
the largest, most advanced scientific instru
ment ever built. 

The benefits the superconducting super col
lider will provide the United States are numer
ous. Beside the fact that this instrument will 
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be the largest particle accelerator in the world 
and will provide us with the basic knowledge 
of the nature of matter, the super collider will 
spur an increased emphasis on math and sci
ence in our educational systems. I believe we 
have a responsibility to future generations to 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 290, nays 
27, not voting 114, as follows: 

provide them with the knowledge and technol-
ogy they will need to be competitive. Anderson 

Currently, the United States sets the stand- Andrews 
ard for scientific research. If we lose our lead- !:=0 

ership, this may no longer be the case. While Applegate 
it is impossible to prove to you today what we Armey 
will reap from this super collider experiment in ~~ 
the future, we all know that scientific curiosity Baker 
ultimately leads to enormous advances in Ballenger 
technology and scientific discovery. Bartlett 

While I believe that we should invite interna- :~:an 
tional cooperation in this endeavor, we must Bates 
not require international support before Bennett 
moving forward with its construction. I urge my :::: 
colleagues to oppose any efforts to rPduce Bevill 
the funding provided in this bill for the super- Bilbray 
conducting super collider and to oppose un- Bilirakis 
necessary prerequisites for its construction. :~~~ert 

The superconducting super collider project Boggs 
will be one of basic research which will ulti- Bonior 
mately provide us with new technologies, new :~~~ 
industries and new jobs. Boucher 

0 1330 :~~:San 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further Bruce 

amendments? Buechner Bunning 
If not, the question is on the com- Byron 

mittee amendment in the nature of a Callahan 
substitute, as amended. g~in 

The committee amendment in the Chandler 
nature of a substitute, as amended, Chapman 
was agreed to. Chappell 

Clarke 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, Clement 

the Committee rises. Clinger 
Accordingly the Committee rose; coats 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. g~~f~o 
MURTHA] having assumed the chair, coleman <MO> 
Mr. SMITH of Florida, Chairman of the Coleman <TX> 
Committee of the Whole House on the Combest 
State of the Union, reported that that g~~~rs 
Committee having had under consider- cooper 
ation the bill <H.R. 4505) to authorize Courter 
appropriations to the Department of g~~:ett 
Energy for civilian research and devel- Darden 
opment programs for fiscal year 1989, Davis <IL> 
pursuant to House Resolution 460, he ~:: ci~ 
reported the bill back to the House Dellums 
with an amendment adopted by the Derrick 
Committee of the Whole. DeWine 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under Dickinson Dicks 
the rule, the previous question is or- Dingell 
dered. DioGuardi 

Is a separate vote demanded on any Donnelly 
amendment to the committee amend- g~~: ~~~ 
ment in the nature of a substitute Downey 
adopted by the Committee of the Durbin 
Whole? If not, the question is on the g~~Y 
amendment. Dyson 

The amendment was agreed to. Early 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Eckart 

question is on the engrossment and ~~::: ~g~> 
third reading of the bill. · Emerson 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed English 
and read a third time, and was read Ercireich 
the third time. ::S 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Fawell 
question is on the passage of the bill. ~~f!an 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, on that I Fish 
demand the yeas and nays. Flake 

[Roll No. 1671 

YEAS-290 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Ford <MI> 
Frank 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Grant 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 
Hall <TX> 
Hamilton 
Hastert 
Hayes <IL> 
Hayes<LA> 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jenkins 
Johnson <CT> 
Johnson <SD> 
Jones <NC> 
Jontz 
KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kastenmeier 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leath<TX> 
Lehman<CA) 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowery <CA> 
Lowry<WA) 
Lujan 
Luken, Thomas 
Lukens, Donald 
Madigan 
Martin (IL) 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 

McMillan <NC> 
McMillen <MD> 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Miller <WA> 
Min eta 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Owens<NY> 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patterson 
Perkins 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Saiki 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schumer 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Slaughter <VA> 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith<TX> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 

Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Traficant 
Traxler 

Archer 
Bereuter 
Burton 
Cheney 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Dreier 
Gekas 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Biaggi 
Boland 
Bonker 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Campbell 
Carper 
Clay 
Collins 
Coughlin 
Daub 
DeFazio 
Dixon 
Dowdy 
Duncan 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Flippo 
Foley 
Ford <TN> 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Gordon 

Udall 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Weber 
Weldon 

NAYS-27 
Grandy 
Leach <IA> 
Lightfoot 
McCandless 
Nielson 
Obey 
Olin 
Pease 
Petri 
Ritter 

Wheat 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<FL> 

Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Solomon 
Stump 
Vucanovich 
Walker 

NOT VOTING-114 
Gregg Owens <UT> 
Guarini Pelosi 
Hammerschmidt Penny 
Hansen Pepper 
Harris Rahall 
Hatcher Rangel 
Hawkins Ray 
Hefley Roberts 
Horton Robinson 
Huckaby Rodino 
Jacobs Rostenkowski 
Jeffords Schaefer 
Jones <TN> Schulze 
Kemp Sharp 
Kleczka Skeen 
Konnyu Skelton 
LaFalce Smith <IA> 
Lewis <CA) Smith <NE> 
Lewis <GA> Smith, Robert 
Livingston (NH> 
Lott Spence 
Lungren St Germain 
Mack Stallings 
MacKay Stangeland 
Manton Studds 
Markey Taylor 
Marlenee Torres 
Martin <NY> Torricelli 
Matsui Towns 
Mazzoli Vander Jagt 
McDade Waxman 
Mica Weiss 
Miller <CA> Williams 
Moody Wilson 
Morrison <WA> Wise 
Murphy Wyden 
Nichols Young <AK> 
Oakar 
Ortiz 

0 1352 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Manton for, with Mr. Jacobs against. 
Mr. Lewis of California for, with Mr. Fren-

zel against. 
Mr. Kleczka for, with Mr. Konnyu 

against. 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH and Mr. 

PEASE changed their votes from 
"yea" to "nay." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
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include extraneous matter, on H.R. 
4505 the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND 
TECHNOLOGY TO FILE 
REPORT ON H.R. 4417, NATION
AL BUREAU OF STANDARDS 
AUTHORIZATION ACT, FISCAL 
YEAR 1989 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology have 
until 4 p.m. today to file a report on 
the bill, H.R. 4417. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

NATIONAL SHUT-IN DAY 
Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 145) 
to authorize "National Shut-In Day," 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, the minori
ty has no objection to this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the 
right to object, I would point out that 
the gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. RAHALL] is the chief sponsor of 
House Joint Resolution 145 to author
ize "National Shut-In Day." 

Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to mention that Mr. RAHALL had to 
leave for his district so he is not here 
to present his resolution. I thank the 
gentlewoman from Maryland for 
making note of that fact. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 145 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the President 
is hereby authorized and requested to issue 
a proclamation designating the first Sunday 
in June of each year as "National Shut-In 
Day" and calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe such day by visit
ing at least one shut-in person on the spe
cial day if possible, and by participating in 
other appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DYMALL Y 
Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DYMALLY: 

Lines 4 and 5, strike "the first Sunday in 
June of each year" and insert "June 5, 
1988,". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DYMALLY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The joint resolution was ordered to 

be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

TITLE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DYMALLY 
Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Speaker, I offer 

an amendment to the title. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Title amendment offered by Mr. DYMALLY: 

Amend the title to read as follows: "Joint 
resolution designating June 5, 1988, as 'Na
tional Shut-In Day'.". 

The title amendment was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

NATIONAL SCLERODERMA 
AWARENESS WEEK 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution <S.J. 
Res. 266) to designate the week begin
ning June 12, 1988, as "National Scler
oderma Awareness Week," and ask for 
its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
FAWELL] who is the chief sponsor of 
House Joint Resolution 476 to desig
nate the week beginning June 12, 1988, 
as "National Scleroderma Awareness 
Week." 

Mr. FAWELL. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of Senate Joint Resolution 266, which 
designates the second week of June of 
this year for the purpose of educating 
Americans about the symptoms and 
treatment of scleroderma. I am 
pleased to be the chief sponsor of 
identical legislation in the House, 
House Joint Resolution 476, which 202 
of our colleagues are also cosponsor
ing. 

Scleroderma is a rare disorder which 
afflicts 300,000 Americans, about two
thirds of whom are women over the 
age of 45. However, scleroderma can 
occur at anytime in a person's life 
without any predisposition of prior ill
ness. Scleroderma is not hereditary, 
nor is it contagious, but it can be fatal 

if progression is not halted at the 
onset of symptoms. 

Unfortunately, attaining proper di
agnosis and therapeutic treatment is 
difficult for victims because of the 
rarity of the condition and its mysteri
ous symptoms. Scleroderma is charac
terized by an overproduction of colla
gen, a protein manufactured by the 
connective tissues of the body, which 
is then deposited in various organs and 
body tissues. Victim's skin gradually 
hardens, thickens and tightens, and 
the fingers may stiffen and curl. Stiff 
and swollen joints and extreme sensi
t ivity to cool temperatures cause fur
ther discomfort to scleroderma pa
tients. Progression of the disease to 
the internal organs can complicate the 
digestive and respiratory systems. 

I had the unfortunate experience of 
learning about the tragedy of sclero
derma when a member of my district 
office staff died as a result of the dis
order. Another constituent of mine 
contacted me this spring requesting 
that I do something to help alleviate 
the suffering that victims undergo. 
Research funded through a combina
tion of grants from the National Insti
tutes of Health and private founda
tions, such as the Scleroderma Foun
dation of Greater Chicago, have yield
ed therapeutic drugs helpful in slow
ing the progression of scleroderma 
upon diagnosis. 

Designating the second week of June 
for the purpose of educating Ameri
cans, particularly medical profession
als, about the symptoms of sclero
derma and the help available to them 
fulfills this purpose even further. I am 
hopeful that research will continue to 
explain why this disease develops and 
that medical talent will develop a cure. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the House 
follow the Senate lead in passing 
Senate Joint Resolution 266 by unani
mous consent. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I 
want to compliment the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] for his in
formative and moving comments on 
scleroderma. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

The was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint res

olution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 266 

Whereas scleroderma is a disease in which 
connective tissue in the body becomes hard
ened and rigid, and might afflict any part of 
the body; 

Whereas approximately 300,000 people in 
the United States suffer from scleroderma; 

Whereas women are afflicted by sclero
derma 3 times more often than men; 

Whereas scleroderma is a chronic and 
often progressive illness that can result in 
death; 
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Whereas the symptoms of scleroderma 

vary greatly from person to person and can 
complicate and confuse dia~osis; 

Whereas the cause and cure of sclero
derma are unknown; and 

Whereas scleroderma is an orphan dis
ease, and is considered to be under studied: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the week be
ginning June 12, 1988, is designated as "Na
tional Scleroderma Awareness Week", and 
the President of the United States is au
thorized and requested to issue a proclama
tion calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe the week with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NATIONAL DAIRY GOAT 
AWARENESS WEEK 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 423) 
to designate the third week in June 
1988 as "National Dairy Goat Aware
ness Week," and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, the minori
ty has no objection to the legislation 
before us. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentl~man from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: · 
H.J. REs. 423 

Whereas United States goat cheeses are in 
demand by consumers and replacing import
ed cheeses; 

Whereas due to the efficiency of the 
modem domestic dairy goat, which produces 
an excellent healthful milk, the dairy goat 
is becoming increasingly popular and useful 
on our Nation's family farms; 

Whereas United States farmers have de
veloped a dairy goat that produces superior 
milk and that is sought after and exported 
worldwide; and 

Whereas there is a need to further edu
cate consumers as to the high nutritional 
value of products made from goats' milk: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That-

< 1) the period beginning the second Satur
day, and ending the third Saturday, of June 
1988 is designated as "National Dairy Goat 
Awareness Week"; and 

(2) the President is authorized and re
quested to issue a proclamation calling on 

the people of the United States to com
memorate such week with appropriate pro
grams, ceremonies, and activities. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
three joint resolutions just passed, 
House Joint Resolution 145, Senate 
Joint Resolution 266, and House Joint 
Resolution 423. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

D 1400 

REAGAN DID GREAT JOB IN 
MOSCOW 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT
LEY] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, if 
anyone has had any doubts about who 
has been and still is the leader of the 
free world, he or she should have lis
tened this morning to the eloquent 
words of Prime Minister Margaret 
Thatcher who gave the praise to Presi
dent Reagan that he so richly de
serves. 

Praise that has not and will not be 
given by our media. Too often, these 
last 4 days I have read and heard that 
President Reagan looked fatigued. 

Whatever happened to the term "jet 
lag" that is used by and behalf of ev
erybody else. 

It's eight time zones difference be
tween the District of Columbia and 
Moscow, which is less than between 
the District of Columbia and Honolu
lu. If anybody has made that trip, he 
or she knows how difficult it is to re
bound on a moment's notice. 

The President accomplished much. 
Even the commentators begrudgingly 
admitted that he has finally raised 
human rights to such a level it has a 
place in future summit discussions. 

.hnd Mr. Reagan and Mr. Gorbachev 
signed the INF Treaty. Even those of 
us who have some reservations about 
it realize that a huge step has been 
taken toward reducing the nuclear 
threat. 

Only 7% years of good leadership 
could have brought us to this point; 
7% years of a realization that you can 
only deal from strength. 

President Reagan's "be wary, be vigi
lant, and be strong" have been the 
watchwords of his administration. 
Prime Minister Thatcher thanked him 

for the free world. And after four sum
mits, so should we. 

THE 42D ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
FOUNDING OF THE ITALIAN 
REPUBLIC 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNuNZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, on June 2, 
1946, the citizens of Italy voted resoundingly 
to replace their constitutional monarchy with a 
democratic form of government. In the 42 
years since, Italy has put together successfully 
a society, economy, and government that had 
been shattered by the Second World War. Her 
perseverance has enabled her to move again 
to the forefront of the Western World, and her 
economic gains have been so astounding that 
His Excellency, Hon. Rinaldo Petrignani, Ital
ian Ambassador to the United States, has jus
tifiably defined these gains as an "economic 
renaissance." 

The Italian Republic's relationship with the 
United States has been fostered and strength
ened in the last four decades. As a sister 
member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion, Italy has been a most stalwart and loyal 
ally to the United States. The United States 
and the Italian Republic have persisting cultur
al ties to one another, not only because mil
lions of Americans are of Italian descent, but 
also because much of our Western literature 
and art originated in Italy. And today, our na
tions continue to work together in an ex
change of trade and technology that is mutu
ally beneficial. 

In early February of this year, a forum was 
held in Washington, DC, jointly sponsored by 
the Wilson Center and the Fondazione Agnelli 
entitled, "Italy: Political, Social, and Economic 
Change Since 1945." At the conference, Am
bassador Petrignani reflected upon Italy's 
recent developments and on her relationship 
with the United States, as she proceeds 
through her fifth decade of existence. 

At this point in the RECORD, I would like to 
include Ambassador Petrignani's most cogent 
and candid remarks, which follow: 
CONFERENCE ON ITALY SPONSORED BY THE 

WILSON CENTER AND THE FONDAZIONE AG· 
NELLI, FEBRUARY 2, 1988 
<Introduction by Ambassador Petrignani) 
Let me express my highest appreciation to 

the Wilson Center and to the Fondazione 
Agnelli for promoting and hosting this con
ference on Italy. 

The importance of the event is clear. The 
debate that you are initiating today will 
render a remarkable service both to Ameri
cans and to Italians in fostering in the 
United States a better understanding of one 
of America's staunchest and more reliable 
allies. In doing so, this seminar will also 
greatly help those who are working hard in 
Italy and the United States to make the po
litical and human bonds between the two 
countries even stronger. 

I am proud to say that I have been one of 
the advocates of these bonds for a very long 
time. So, welcoming you and inaugurating 
this event is for me both a privilege I great
ly appreciate and a source of very special 
satisfaction. 
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Indeed, this seminar fills a vacuum. 

Strangely, there is a lot more to learn about 
Italy. We do enjoy a very strong and friend
ly relationship with United States. Coopera
tion between the two governments is the 
closest and expands into an intense series of 
contacts and consultations at all levels. 
Trade, tourism, exchanges of all sorts are 
flourishing. A large Italian American com
munity plays an important role in bringing 
the two countries closer and closer together. 
And yet, Italy itself is a topic on which-it 
seems to me-there is still a lot to learn 
among the American public. Let me explain. 

Most people in America seem · to have a 
pretty definite idea of Italy as one of the 
cradles of art in the world. Nobody would 
dispute that. Her cultural heritage enjoys 
universal recognition as one of the great 
sources of Western civilization. The ideal of 
harmony and beauty, so typically Italian, 
which once inspired Raphael and Michelan
gelo, lives on today in the "Italian style" 
that has made Italian fashion and industrial 
design famous in the whole world. Equally, 
the "quality of life" in Italy, which was 
rated one of the highest in the world by for
eign analysts last year, has helped to create 
a new image of our country. 

Also, some of Italy's most remarkable eco
nomic performances seem to have impressed 
both experts and world public opinion in 
general. The 1980's have witnessed a turn
about in most of our economic indicators: 
Inflation was brought down dramatically, 
productivity sprang up, profits began to 
pour back into the private sector and losses 
were cut back substantially even in the 
public sector. A new outburst of entrepren
eurialism changed the very mood of the 
nation, and showed the world a new genera
tion of bold businessmen-the giants of the 
"second economic renaissance" -whose drive 
is claiming an assertive role well beyond our 
borders. All in all, it has been an impressive 
test of vitality, which by itself has suggested 
a much more realistic evaluation of Italy's 
potential as an industrial power. 

But when it comes to Italy as a political 
and social system, then unfortunately the 
image of the country still remains blurred. 
Italian politics are often referred to by some 
foreign observers as a series of baroque ma
neuvers leading to dangerous instability. 
The country social texture is periodically 
criticized. The historical continuity between 
our past and contemporary Italian society is 
generally ignored. 

Of all the major European States, Italy 
seems to be one of the least studied. 

Why is that so? 
Possibly because some of the features of 

Italian democracy are very unique. Maybe a 
quick reference to some of them will be 
worthwhile. 

A recent book published in the United 
States has pointed out that a traditional 
gulf still exists in Italy between society and 
government. People look at authority with a 
measure of skepticism. This can help ex
plain why State authority itself is weaker 
than one would expect, and why the power 
of the executive branch in Italy is more lim
ited than in other democracies. 

Unlike other Western democracies, a 
clear-cut two-party system did not take root 
in Italy. Several parties, divided by deep ide
ological cleavages, have given political rep
resentation to widely diverging groups and 
trends and, in the process, also-let us not 
forget-to one of the most open and free so
cieties in the world. 

The electoral law favors in fact a very 
high degree of proportional representation, 

which is possibly the reason why we have so 
many political parties in parliament. Coali
tion governments are the necessary conse
quence of the political fragmentation of the 
democratic forces. But coalition govern
ments do not function easily. They tend to 
give rise to frequent Cabinet crisis, produc
ing thus the impression of Cabinet instabil
ity which has contributed so much to a neg
ative image of Italian democracy. Only re
cently many Americans have begun to un
derstand that Cabinet instability does not 
equate with political instability, and that 
Italy, on the contrary, is a very stable coun
try, as proven by the electoral trends and by 
the fact that government majorities have 
almost always been composed by the same 
political parties for the last 25 years. 

Last but not least, there is a Communist 
question. Four decades after the Republican 
constitution was adopted a fairly substantial 
part of the Italian vote still does not fully 
integrate in the process of government at 
national level. True, Communists have 
changed a lot over the years. Yet, the so
called "K factor" still represents an element 
in Italian politics which makes the function
ing of our system different from that of 
other major European democracies. 

No wonder Italy, if compared to other 
democratic models, is far from easy to un
derstand. Facts, however, should be recog
nized. 

And facts show that in spite of stereo
types and Cassandras Italy is fundamentally 
a dynamic country. Italian democracy is 
thriving and alive. Its story is a success 
story: democracy raised a dejected nation 
from World War II high into the group of 
the seven most industrialized countries in 
the world; it transformed an agricultural so
ciety into a technologically advanced econo
my; it ensured our people an unparalleled 
degree of openness and freedom which has 
defeated in the seventies and early eighties 
the most vicious attacks of terrorism. It is 
too easy to say that Italy did all this "in 
spite" of its political system. It is a fact that 
it was the Italian democracy which has pre
sided over this profound transformation of 
our national life. 

The alliance and the friendship with the 
United States played a key role in all this. 

The Italian Republic has proved so alive 
and vital because since the very beginning a 
clear majority of our people has embraced 
unequivocally the values of freedom and de
mocracy the United States helped us to re
cover. Italy went back into the mainstream 
of the Western World thanks to that help 
and thanks to the vision, courage and perse
verance of millions of Italian men and 
women who strongly believed in those 
values and who recognized in America the 
leader nation for the defence of freedom 
and democracy in the entire world. 

Friendship with America, support of 
NATO and the pursuit of European unifica
tion have so become, for more than 40 years 
now, the keystone of our stance in the inter
national arena. 

Italy has never deviated from that course, 
and never will. 

In fact, never before in Italian history has 
there been such a large popular support for 
our foreign policy as there is today. 

And if this is so, it is because friendship 
with America, NATO, and European unifica
tion is the external expression of that same 
basic policy which aims internally at the 
modernization of Italian society and at the 
strengthening of our democracy. 

And this also probably explains why any 
recognition that Italy gains amongst the 

Western nations, any enhancement of her 
status as a full partner of the United States 
in Europe, bolsters the democratic forces at 
home which support Italian active partici
pation in the international arena; and recip
rocally, any strengthening and broadening 
of the political and economic base of democ
racy in Italy in turn makes Italian foreign 
policy more effective and more able to make 
a useful contribution to the common agenda 
of the West. 

But this democracy needs to be under
stood-and it needs recognition. For the 
preservation of the very political constituen
cy which made Italy a mature democracy 
and a reliable ally for the United States, it 
is important that Americans give us the 
credit we deserve without taking us for 
granted. 

In a world confronted by an increasing 
diffusion of power and major economic chal
lenges, at a time in whic':l East-West rela
tions seem about to enter such a new, prom
ising phase, the friendship between Italy 
and the United States can and must play an 
important role in everybody's interest, for 
the strenghtening of our common security, 
for the progress of the East-West dialog, 
and for a better relationship between North 
and South. 

But, again, for the Italian-American 
friendship to develop its full potential, a 
constant effort is needed so that clear, up
dated image of Italy is being projected in 
the United States: not to the American Gov
ernment only, but also to Congress, to the 
media, to the American people itself. 

This conference will give-I am sure-a 
most significant contribution to this end, 
and it deserves therefore our fullest appre
ciation. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to extend my 
warmest wishes to the citizens of the Italian 
Republic, as well as to the Americans of Ital
ian descent within the 11th Congressional Dis
trict of Illinois, which I am honored to repre
sent, and to all Italian-Americans across the 
United States who are marking this 42d anni
versary observance. May the Italian Republic 
continue on its road to prosperity, and in its 
role as a vanguard of freedom and democracy 
in the modern world. 

THE CENTENNIAL OF BASE
BALL'S MOST FAMOUS BAL
LAD-100 YEARS OF "CASEY AT 
THE BAT" 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the Hosue, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LANTos] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, in this 
hallowed Hall in this historic building, 
we commemorate events of great sig
nificance for our Nation and for the 
American people. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, I call the atten
tion of my distinguished colleagues to 
the centennial of the publication of 
one of the best-known works in Ameri
can literature-! refer, of course, to 
the anniversary of the first publica
tion of "Casey at the Bat." This anni
versay holds a special significance for 
me since this classic first appeared 100 
years ago today in the San Francisco 
Examiner. 
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One hundred years ago, Ernest Law

rence Thayer, a journalist for the 
Hearst Newspaper's San Francisco Ex
aminer dashed off "Casey at the Bat" 
in a few hours. The ballad was pub
lished on June 3, 1888, and instantly 
became a classic. The actor De Wolfe 
Hoper included the poem in his reper
toire and recited it more than 15,000 
times. 

Baseball, Mr. Speaker, is one of the 
highlights of American culture, one of 
America's greatest contributions to 
world civilization. As the former Presi
dent of the United States, Herbert 
Hoover, said, "Next to religion, base
ball has furnished a greater impact on 
American life than any other institu
tion." 

Mr. Speaker, no speech about base
ball is complete without reference to 
the great Casey Stengel. Let me men
tion his most famous quotation. After 
Stengel was honored as baseball's 
greatest living manager, he rose and 
addressed the audience: "I want to 
thank all my players for giving me the 
honor of being what I was." 

On this auspicious anniversary, the 
lyric strains of "Casey at the Bat" 
should be included in the RECORD of 
this day's proceedings so that my col
leagues may reflect on its profound 
sentiments: 

CASEY AT THE BAT 

<By Ernest Lawrence Thayer> 
The outlook wasn't brilliant for the Mud

ville nine that day; 
The score stood four to two with but one 

inning more to play. 
And then when Cooney died at first and 

Barrows did the same, 
A sickly silence fell upon the patrons of the 

game. 
A straggling few got up to go in deep de

spair. The rest 
Clung to the hope which springs eternal in 

the human breast; 
They thought if only Casey could but get a 

whack at that-
We'd put up even money now with Casey at 

the bat. 
But Flynn preceded Casey, as did also 

Jimmy Blake, 
And the former was a lulu and the latter 

was a cake; 
So upon that stricken multitude grim mel

ancholy sat, 
For there seemed but little chance of 

Casey's getting to the bat. 
But Flynn let drive a single, to the wonder

ment of all, 
And Blake, the much despised, tore the 

cover off the ball; 
And when the dust had lifted, and the men 

saw what had occurred, 
There was J immy safe at second and Flynn 

a-hugging third. 
Then from five thousand throats and more 

there rose a lusty yell; 
It rumbled through the valley, it rattled in 

the dell; 
It knocked upon the mountain and recoiled 

upon the flat, 
For Casey, mighty Casey, was advancing to 

the bat. 
There was ease in Casey's manner as he 

stepped into his place; 

There was pride in Casey's bearing and a 
smile on Casey's face. 

And when, responding to the cheers, he 
lightly doffed his hat, 

No stranger in the crowd could doubt 'twas 
Casey at the bat. 

Ten thousand eyes were on him as he 
rubbed his hands with dirt; 

Five thousand tongues applauded when he 
wiped them on his shirt. 

Then while the writhing pitcher ground the 
ball into his hlp, 

Defiance gleamed in Casey's eye, a sneer 
curled Casey's lip. 

And now the leather-covered sphere came 
hurtling through the air, 

And Casey stood a-watching it in haughty 
grandeur there. 

Close by the sturdy batsman the ball un
heeded sped-

"That ain't my style," said Casey. "Strike 
one," the umpire said. 

From the benches, black with people, there 
went up a muffled roar, 

Like the beating of the storm waves on a 
stern and distant shore. 

"Kill him! Kill the umpire!" shouted so:me
one on the stand; 

And it's likely they'd have killed him had 
not Casey raised his hand. 

With a smile of Christian charity great 
Casey's visage shone; 

He stilled the rising tumult; he bade the 
game go on; 

He signaled to the pitcher, and once :more 
the spheroid flew; 

But Casey still ignored it, and the umpire 
said, "Strike two." 

"Fraud!" cried the maddened thousands, 
and echo answered, "Fraud!" 

But one scornful look from Casey and the 
audience was awed. · 

They saw his face grow stern and cold, they 
saw his :muscles strain, 

And they knew that Casey wouldn't let that 
ball go by again. 

The sneer is gone from Casey's lip, his teeth 
are clenched in hate; 

He pounds with cruel violence his bat upon 
the plate. 

And now the pitcher holds the ball, and now 
he lets it go, 

And now the air is shattered by the force of 
Casey's blow. 

Oh, somewhere in this favored land the sun 
is shining bright; 

The band is playing somewhere, and some
where hearts are light, 

And somewhere men are laughing, and 
somewhere children shout; 

But there is no joy in Mudville-mighty 
Casey has struck out. 
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HEAD OF OMB SAYS VETERANS' 
PROGRAMS ARE LOW PRIORITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MoNT
GOMERY] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
copy of a letter sent by the head of OMB, Jim 
Miller, to Mr. EDDIE BOLAND, chairman of the 
HUD-Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Subcommittee, which says that the Congress 
is providing too much money for veterans' 
programs. I think that it's time for Mr. Miller, 
and some members of his staff, to come 

down out of their ivory tower and have a look 
at the real world of VA programs. 

Should they decide to leave the comfort of 
their offices and visit the 16 VA hospitals 
committee staff visited recently, they would 
discover that 1, 700 VA hospital beds have 
been secretly closed because of staffing 
shortages. Yet, in his letter, Mr. Miller says 
that Congress is giving VA too much money 
for staff to treat sick veterans. 

Were they to come down from their ivory 
tower, they would find that veterans' claims 
for compensation and pension often take 
twice as long as they should to process be
cause VA doesn't have enough staff in its re
gional offices. A veteran who is eligible for 
pension benefits may have no means by 
which to live. 

But Mr. Miller ignores the increasing delays 
in processing such claims, saying that VA em
ployees should be more productive and proc
ess claims faster. He doesn't seem to care 
how long it takes for veterans' claims to be 
processed. I wish he would attend some of 
our hearings. 

If Mr. Miller would stop listening to the rosy 
reports that the VA is taking care of all the 
veterans who need care, he would learn that 
there are thousands of sick veterans trying to 
get into VA nursing home beds. Yet OMB 
says that Congress is wrong to fund construc
tion of more VA nursing home beds. 

Mr. Speaker, I'm for the space shuttle and 
I'd like to see scientists do more research. If 
the Government doesn't fund these areas, it's 
unclear whether private businesses would do 
so. But I'm relatively certain that if the Gov
ernment doesn't adequately fund veterans' 
health care, no one else is going to step for
ward and assume this burden. It's a matter of 
priorities, Mr. Speaker, and veterans don't 
seem to enjoy very high priority with Mr. Miller. 
Fortunately for veterans, Congress does not 
feel the same way. 

There follows a copy of Mr. Miller's letter to 
Chairman BOLAND: 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, May 24, 1988. 

Hon. EDWARD P. BoLAND, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on BUD-Inde

pendent Agencies Appropriations, Com
mittee on Appropriat·ions, House of Rep
resentatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As the House Appro
priations Committee prepares to mark up 
the HUD-Independent Agencies Appropria
tions Bill, FY 1989, I would like to outline 
the Administration's position on the Sub
committee version of the bill. 

The excessive funding levels provided by 
the Subcommittee for programs within the 
HUD-Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Bill and the objectionable language provi
sions contained in the bill are disturbing. If 
the bill were presented to the President in 
its present form, I would recommend that 
he veto it. 

The budget authority provided by the 
Subcommittee for discretionary programs is 
$1.6 billion in excess of the President's re
quest. This increase provides for the expan
sion of low-priority services, at the expense 
of reductions to higher national priority 
programs. The following increases in budget 
authority relative to the President's request 
are particularly objectionable: 

$925 million for subsidized housing. The 
Subcommittee's proposed subsidized hous-
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ing program mix would serve 23 percent 
fewer low-income families in 1989-83,438 
versus 108,000 in the President's budget. 

·$582 million for EPA sewage treatment 
construction grants. This excessive funding 
is not necessary to meet municipal compli
ance requirements and would fund many 
lower priority projects. 

$520 million for Community Development 
Block Grants <CDBG>. The Administration 
proposed $2.5 billion in BA, but augmented 
it with a transfer of $145 million from the 
Section 312 rehabilitation loan fund ac
count. While the Subcommittee has agreed 
that Section 312 resources could better be 
used elsewhere, it does not go along with 
the President's request to use Section 312 to 
supplement the CDBG program. Instead, 
the Subcommittee would transfer a Section 
312 balance of $200 million to Urban Devel
opment Action Grants. This will use scarce 
budget resources to continue UDAG's out
moded "pork barrel" programs despite the 
clear need to terminate the program. 

$225 million for the Veterans' Administra
tion <VA> to increase staffing by 3,513 FI'E 
beyond that which is warranted. The Ad
ministration believes that with its expected 
increase in productivity, the VA can contin
ue to provide quality and timely delivery of 
benefits and quality medical care to all vet
erans expected to apply for care without 
these increases. 

On the other hand, the Subcommittee re
duces funds for other programs significantly 
below the Administration's request, chang
ing the balance among executive branch pri
orities that were constructed carefully 
within the limits of the Bipartisan Budget 
Agreement. 

The following reductions in budget au
thority relative to the President's request 
are particularly objectionable: 

While the Subcommittee's very strong 
support for the Space Station is appreciat
ed, the general reduction of $205 million 
from the Shuttle funds could seriously 
affect NASA's ability to achieve an ade
quate Shuttle flight-rate build-up, further 
delaying national security missions and in
creasing costs to other programs. 

The reduction of $110 million <over one
half of the funds requested> for NASA's 
procurement of expendable launch vehicle 
services will reduce needed access to space 
for important scientific missions already de
layed by at least three years, thus exacer
bating the effect of the reduction in Shuttle 
funding. 

The Subcommittee reduces the Presi
dent's FY 1989 increase for all of the Na
tional Science Foundation's proposed re
search programs by almost 60 percent. Such 
action will hinder efforts to strengthen the 
nation's scientific and technological base. 

The Subcommittee reduces the request 
for replenishment of FEMA's Disaster 
Relief fund from $200 million to $100 mil
lion. This level is clearly too low and will re
quire a supplemental appropriation just to 
meet the usual level of disaster payments. 

The Subcommittee's $175 million reduc
tion to the Hazardous Substance Superfund 
account may prevent EPA from meeting 
statutory deadlines and unnecessarily delay 
the clean up of 10-15 sites ready for clean 
up. 

The enclosed material more fully de
scribes these and other funding and lan
guage provisions that are objectionable. 

I urge the Appropriations Committee to 
cut the excessive increases in low-priority 
programs and redirect the funds to the 
more important national priorities. I hope 

that when this bill is considered by the Ap
propriations Committee, you will use your 
leadership to ensure that the President is 
presented an FY 1989 HUn-Independent 
Agencies Appropriations bill that he can 
sign. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES C. MILLER III, 

Director. 
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION (VA) 

In total, the Subcommittee recommenda
tion would add $225 million and 3,513 FI'E 
to the President's 1989 request for the Vet
erans' Administration (VA>. The Adminis
tration believes that with its expected in
crease in productivity, the VA can continue 
to provide ( 1 > high quality medical care to 
all veterans who are expected to seek VA 
care and (2) quality and timely delivery of 
benefits without these increases. 

These objectionable increases include: 
$215 million and 2, 782 FI'E for VA medical 
care; $3 million and 601 FTE for the Gener
al Operating expenses account, earmarking 
590 of that additional FI'E to the Depart
ment of Veterans Benefits; and $6 million 
and 130 FTE for medical research. 

In summary, these increases would en
large the V A's staff beyond that warranted 
by current services, rather than achieving 
the staffing reductions and associated dollar 
savings resulting from the enhanced produc
tivity anticipated in the President's budget. 

The Subcommittee would also shift $12 
million from minor construction to major 
construction and reallocate the funds to dif
ferent projects in the major construction ac
count. The Subcommittee would add four 
nursing homes and design funds for a clini
cal addition in Dallas, Texas, while denying 
funds for construction of a regional office in 
Montgomery, Alabama and funding the 
design, but not the full construction, of a 
clinical addition in Nashville, Tennessee. 
The addition of funding for the four new 
nursing homes will result in permanent in
creases to operating costs in the out-years of 
more than $20 million per year. This is over 
50 percent more than it would cost to pro
vide nursing home care in these locations 
through V A's other nursing home programs. 
Splitting the funding for the design and 
construction of the Nashville clinical addi
tion is an inappropriate way to budget for 
capital expenditures. This action, in effect, 
would shift the allocation of the $37.8 mil
lion requested for construction of the Nash
ville clinical addition to be used for con
struction and design of other projects, ig
noring V A's priorities. 

MY ADVICE TO THE PRIVILEGED 
ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in my position as the second
ranking member that is next to the 
chairman of the Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs of the 
U.S. House of Representatives and the 
one sole member on the majority side 
from the State of Texas where emerg
ing from that area is obviously the 
pattern that sooner of later will be af
fecting the entire Nation as it has 
indeed already, but perhaps not as 
dramatically and as perceptively as 

the events transpiring so fast in the 
State of Texas, my home State. And it 
has to do with the crisis in the area of 
our financial institutions, our deposi
tory institutions. Particularly at this 
point, though, I anticipate and pray 
that I am dead wrong that the situa
tion with respect to the savings insti
tutions will spill over into and impact 
adversely the commercial banking 
sector. 

Now these crises, these events, are 
not springing forth spontaneously 
with no direct cause or relation to 
what has been transpiring since the 
middle 1960's. In view of the fact that 
even before the middle of the sixties; 
that is, 1964, 1965, I have been speak
ing out on this very same subject 
matter, and the time of course is quite 
hazy and in an amorphous manner be
cause it is always very hard to try to 
be a prophet in your own jurisdiction 
or your own bailiwick whether it is 
here in the Congress or back home in 
the district. 

But it was obvious as our commit
ment to war became more complicated 
as we went into the late sixties that 
the impact on our economic future 
was very definite and, if not anticipat
ed, would end in what I then said 
would be a burdensome and an uncon
trollable inflation so that by the 
middle of the summer of 1965, in read
ing over the annual Federal Reserve 
Board reports, I was very much con
cerned that it reflected-the report for 
that year-that we were beginning to 
allocate in the procurement on the na
tional level for the prosecution of the 
war in Vietnam, that even though it 
was not and is not legally considered a 
war, in effect was a hot and shooting 
war in which some Americans were 
being asked and in some cases, most 
cases then, compelled to serve in areas 
outside of the territorial of continen
tal United States and not in a declared 
war. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, those were two 
areas that I was very much concerned 
about. One, my concern about the con
stitutional ability of a President to im
press into service an unwilling Ameri
can to be sent outside the continental 
United States against his will in a war 
not declared. That is, as the Constitu
tion mandates, the exclusive power to 
declare war resides permanently, in
herently, and inseparably in the Con
gress of the United States. It is not 
one of those delegable functions, so 
that in reading the history of the en
actment of the so-called first peace
time draft, and believe it or not there 
is a tie-in between these and what I 
am bringing up now that is so agoniz
ing in our section of the Southwest 
United States. 

And, Mr. Speaker, that is the reason 
I want to go back to the roots in order 
to expand on what the dimensions of 
the crisis are which nobody seems to 
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want to give out, particularly the regu
latory agencies that the Congress has 
set up to do that very thing, to be a 
watchdog and, therefore, not enabling 
us who think in such ways to prepare 
and anticipate in order to lessen the 
impact that is inevitably going to hit 
us nationally, not just sectionally. 

Now in that same year, in 1965, I 
had raised the issue and had antago
nized some of the Presidents, then 
President Lyndon Johnson. He cer
tainly was not a Republican and was a 
fellow Texan, and a neighbor, and a 
great friend and a great leader. But 
these are areas of basic principle that 
I firmly believe are crucial to being re
solved by the American people, and in 
our system that means through their 
representatives because it is a yet to 
be resolved constitutional imponder
able. 

Now I made speeches on the House 
floor, special orders but then there 
was no television coverage. That is 
something that happened much later, 
so I am on the record. 

In other words, what I am saying 
now is not I told you so or in hindsight 
I am wiser. I am just saying that I 
wish that what I had said and antici
pated had been dead wrong, that my 
extrapolations, if you want to call 
them that, my conclusions, my deduc
tions, are based on the fact and the 
figures as presented by those sources 
that are supposed to have the facts 
and the figures. In this case it's the 
Federal Reserve Board. 
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So I then sat down and wrote a 

letter to the President. I suggested 
that the soft underbelly of our econo
my was being impacted. 

Now, everybody was riding high in 
those blithe days of the middle sixties. 
We had fairly stable employment. We 
did not have this phantom of home
lessness now hagriding our con
sciences, but you could not convince 
anyone that anybody was really bad 
off and I guess relatively speaking we 
were not; so under those circum
stances it is very difficult to say, "Let's 
stop, let's look, let's do now what we 
can to prevent, not wait until we are in 
a crisis and then react out of crisis," 
which usually is not the best way to 
act. 

So I wrote a letter to the President 
suggesting that he commission his eco
nomic advise1·s, and above all, his ad
ministrators in the Department of the 
Treasury as far as fiscal and monetary 
matters were concerned. 

Also, the international situation 
seemed to me to be in flux. The 
United States still asserted quite a bit 
of international leadership in matters 
of international finance, but our inter
national currency exchange markets 
were more or less in a state of flux, 
minor flux, because we still were oper-

ating under the fixed exchange 
system. 

What was obvious was that with the 
re-emergence of Europe in a united 
form, specifically since the Treaty of 
Rome in the late 1940's and the imple
mentation of that treaty, the statistics 
I compiled and I will admit maybe in 
retrospect they could look as having 
been a little too skimpy, but from the 
best available resources available to 
me through the Library of Congress 
Research Service, I gathered that by 
1966 the combined economic dynamic 
force of the European community had 
not only matched, but had outreached 
the United States' so-called gross na
tional product. 

Now, we must also realize what we 
have been through, what this great 
Nation and society has gone through. 
It has waged a world war. At the 
height of that war, that is, 1944-45, we 
were utilizing 45.6 percent of our total 
gross national product on the Federal 
level, which was totally consecrated to 
waging and winning a war. 

By 1948, less than 3 years after the 
active cessation of hostilities, we had 
dismantled our military operation. We 
brought our boys back home, as we 
were all trying to do, by December, 
Christmas of 1945, and we got them 
out of uniform. 

By 1948, from 45.6 percent we went 
down to 13.2 percent of our gross na
tional product used on the Federal 
level. 

I use this in order to illustrate and 
to argue during these interim decades 
against those who have been so profes
sionally anti-Government and have 
wanted to build up the Federal Gov
ernment to a proportion that truly 
would have indicated that it was out 
of control. If in fact the Federal Gov
ernment was ever allowed to get out of 
control, these facts I give you ought to 
provide we certainly have regained our 
destiny and our control on the part of 
the people by this quick emaciation of 
the Federal role from 45.6 percent of 
our gross national product down to 
13.2 percent. 

Now, also there were precautionary 
measures taken because very wisely 
the leaders of our country then feared 
the concomitant effect of the cessa
tion of a war; that is, inflation, such as 
happened after World War I. They did 
a good job. They maintained economic 
controls, rent controls and price con
trols, to level it out. 

Now, ironically even during the time 
of war, the administration's implemen
tation of economic controls was a 
tough proposition, because as always 
in the affairs of man, to every degree 
that we can enact a control mecha
nism, there will always be some effort 
to evade that control somehow, and to 
a certain extent succeed. 

So that then comes the result of the 
investment of procurement that rose 
exponentially just between the years 

of 1963 and 1965. For all my colleagues 
who are so concerned about budgets 
and committees having to appropriate 
supplementals, it was at that point in 
1966 and 1967 that because of Vietnam 
we had one of the first supplemental 
appropriations for defense or the mili
tary on that account. 

Today, of course, we have been iron
ically in the name of reforming the 
budgetary process, we have really 
wrecked it and every one of us is well 
aware we are in dire need of reform, 
and the reason is the last not one year 
or even one Congress, but for the last 
several Congresses we have been trav
eling on 6-month continuing resolu
tions. 

So that what I am saying is this has 
been reflected also in this very, very 
critical area, known as our economic 
life line area or fiscal as well as mone
tary area of activity. 

Now, when I wrote the letter to the 
President in 1965, I suggested that the 
administration reconsider some kind 
of measured control, because in the 
soft underbelly of our economy, build
ing and construction, a school district 
in my area had passed a $27 million 
bond issue. By the time they got to 
building in 1965, the price of materials 
had increased so rapidly and the cost 
of labor gone up that the sums raised 
by bond issue were inadequate to carry 
out the proposed construction pro
gram that the bond issue has envi
sioned. 

Now, the reason was clear. All you 
had to do was pick up a San Francisco 
paper and look at the advertisements 
and you would see full page ads asking 
for skilled carpenters and carpenters 
to work where-for the construction of 
Cameron Bay, which incidentally 
today is sort of a way naval station for 
the Soviet ships, believe it or not. 

So what I am saying is that when I 
have been impelled to rise and speak, 
it is because I can clearly see and con
clude from what I gather and the ma
terials and the documentation, that 
like adding two to two to get four, that 
is these facts are true, if this documen
tation provided by these agencies sepa
rately, but with nobody analyzing and 
synthesizing by somebody in this Con
gress, and I would think those of us as
signed Banking Committee would be 
the prime area of membership, should 
be either commissioning or within 
House as far as our meager resources 
in that respect are concerned to do so, 
or persuade the administraton, as I 
was attempting to do with a measly 
little letter. 

I was suggesting because this impact 
was already having this adverse effect, 
because of the high procurement costs 
for this material in the prosecution of 
the war in Southeast Asia, that we 
revive some of the measures that had 
been constructed during the Truman 
administration and the Korean con-
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flict, and some of those that had been 
constructed and erected after the 
actual hostility termination of World 
War II, because my premise is that 
World War II has not ended. We do 
not have a peace treaty. We still have 
over 300,000 of our troops in Germany 
alone. We have 45,000 in Korea. All 
these are hotbeds of possible crises, 
but in the meanwhile budgetarily they 
also have an impact, because if the 
American people are going to be taxed 
for what the Congress and the Presi
dent says is the needed required level 
to be budgeted, and therefore taxed 
for "defense," then there has to be a 
cause and effect on the domestic eco
nomic well-being of this country. 

Therefore, the policymakers, the 
Members of Congress who must be the 
ones as the Constitution charges to 
select the areas of priority, what 
should be given priority then? So from 
time to time I have spoken on that in
dividual element. 

In 1966, 1 year after I had written 
the letter, the President bucked the 
letter to some lower echelon in the 
Treasury Department. I never heard 
from anybody at the economic adviso
ry level and I did not even have so 
much as an acknowledgment of that 
letter. So I then drafted another letter 
and directed it to the then chairman 
of the Ways and Means Committee. I 
suggested a tax scheme, believe it or 
not, that I called a nest egg tax. The 
reason for that was the conclusions I 
reached after studying minutely what 
the European or Western democracies 
had done while they were extricating 
themselves from the postwar inflation
ary roller coasters and how they were 
able to do so, even with the help of 
the Marshal Plan necessary for them 
to do so, and that was a tax that would 
be exacted on the basis of it being 
placed in a trust so that it would not 
be used in the regular appropriation 
process, and therefore spent in the 
eager hands of those who would spend 
it for some pet projects. It would 
remain in trust unless and until an ele
ment of inflation, and I forget exactly 
what percentage of inflation I had 
fixed in that suggested measure, but it 
certainly was not anything near what 
we later had to go through. 

The fact remains that I was given 
even less cognizance by the committee. 
My suggestion was based exactly on 
what the western countries had done 
in Europe and had managed to make it 
operable and it had worked as intend
ed; in other words, to reserve when in
flation rears its head, to use for cer
tain purposes to attenuate that infla
tion. If the inflation is either placated 
or reduced, then that money is re
turned to the taxpayers because it is 
in a trust fund and can be used only 
for these purposes of equilibrium. So 
much for that. 

I say that because I have never been 
one to get up and knock something 

unless I had something to suggest in 
lieu thereof. 

The problem was that nobody saw 
that as a problem at the time. 
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It was not until 1968 that finally it 

was obvious that we could not have 
guns and · butter without some addi
tional revenue, and the President then 
in all fairness, and I notice historians 
have not noted this and they blame 
Lyndon Johnson for wanting to have 
guns and butter, but the truth is in 
1967 President Johnson did send a re
quest for a tax increase and Chairman 
Wilbur Mills at that time said that he 
did not think that he would so much 
as call a hearing for that because he 
had been assured and the President 
had said that there would not be, and 
they would not be asking for a tax in
crease. 

Finally in 1968, we had that very 
little remembered now 10-percent 
income surtax and it was sunsetted 
and it was in place for 1 year and then 
happily it was eliminated. It was obvi
ous that if the Nation is committed by 
way of priority along a certain course 
of activity and that in turn is based on 
what I consider to be a questionable 
authority constitutionally speaking, 
what I pointed out was to all of those 
who at first did not care, but later as 
the war gained in popularity began to 
shout and rant and rave, and I never 
joined that group. I never advocated 
war but neither did I go around in 
demonstrations and all because I 
thought that was just adding to the 
cacophony and was not at all offering 
any kind of a creative or constructive 
suggestion. 

I was also speaking in 1967 right 
here on this House floor when the 
draft act came up for a 4-year exten
sion and I was the only one that got 
up and offered an amendment, an 
amendment that was really unneces
sary because it was an integral part of 
the first peacetime draft act or univer
sal service act. Without that clause 
that I referred to, that bill would 
never have passed by one vote in 1941 
before Pearl Harbor because it simply 
said that notwithstanding any of the 
provisions hereinabove set forth no 
person subject to the terms of this act 
shall be compelled to serve against his 
will outside of the Continental United 
States except in the case of declara
tion of war by the Congress, or by spe
cific action of Congress. 

So if a President is seeking as Com
mander in Chief the advice of his 
chief professional military and he is 
asking what it will take if we get in
volved in a certain place as concerns a 
supply line of 8,000 miles, what are 
the logistics, the commanders are 
bound to come in and say that if we 
have limited manpower and limited 
ability through appropriations for sup
plies then this would be our answer 

militarily. But they would also say 
that if we have unlimited sources of 
manpower then we have another kind 
of answer. 

We have yet to face that issue. It 
was not until after the extension of 
the draft for another 4 years in 1971, 
and incidentally in 1967 when I of
fered that amendment I could not get 
three Members to stand up with me to 
get a vote. But in 1971 by that time 
there was all of this devisive feeling 
throughout our Nation which has ex
acted a heavy toll in our national 
ethos and in our unity and well-being, 
but I offered that amendment and got 
a vote and I got 151 Members to vote 
for it. The draft act was extended for 4 
years but then President Nixon 
around 1973 discontinued the draft 
call, however all the apparatus is in 
place and we still have not addressed 
the fundamental issue because we do 
not even want to face the fundamental 
issue of undeclared wars or twilight 
wars. All through our history the 
lesson is clear, a fundamental lesson 
which is to the extent we stray from 
our fundamental law, that is the Con
stitution, we will be, in proportion to 
that straying, in trouble. 

So what has happened in these twi
light encounters? President Nixon was 
not a charismatic leader so it was not 
hard for the American people to say 
that we question this, and we question 
that. 

However, then comes President 
Ronald Reagan who is charismatic be
cause essentially that is his training, 
to act a role. But in his role as Com
mander in Chief what has happened is 
that the Congress has not wanted to 
oversee or even call for an accounting. 
Let us take the deaths of the 241 ma
rines in Beirut. They were there for 14 
months and some of us were speaking 
out on this floor for that period of 
time against that deployment, but 
most importantly the unanimous 
advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
these are the most highly trained pro
fessional military our country can 
produce, and to a man they were 
saying to the President that we are 
not for that deployment this way. 

Did the Commander in Chief heed? 
No he did not. So we had 241 marines 
killed unnecessarily. 

Then comes the Persian Gulf, 
though in between we had our Central 
America where we have had more 
than 22 of our servicemen killed. What 
were they doing? They were in unde
fined missions. Everybody knows the 
old scriptural saying that if the trum
pet gives an uncertain sound who then 
shall do battle? This is true in the 
military. The President was mistaking 
the role of the military with the role 
of a politician and a diplomat in the 
case of the Marines being peacekeep
ers in Beirut. They could not be peace
keepers if they were there interjecting 
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themselves on the side of one of four 
parties involved in a conflict. 

In Central America, what is the role? 
What is the military mission? What 
has been the end result? Catastrophe. 
Even in the smallest country, El Salva
dor, after spending over $4 billion, and 
we are spending $1.5 million each day 
in El Salvador of American taxpayers' 
money, and we are no closer to any 
kind of what we would call a satisfac
tory solution than we were 7 years 
ago. Surely it is obvious that it is not 
working and neither is the taxing of 
the American people with a perverse 
priority established through happen
stance more than through planned ac
tivity. 

After all of these expenditures and 
borrowings our country for the first 
time 3 years ago has become a debtor 
nation. We have not been a debtor 
nation since 1914. We were the only 
creditor nation in World War I and in 
World War II. Today we are not a 
creditor nation, we are a debtor 
nation, and we are the biggest debtor 
nation. 

What is more, we have sold our her
itage for a mess of pottage and we 
have now sacrificed all of that which 
hundreds of thousands of Americans 
fought and bled for not in one but in 
two world wars and we are now an im
porting Nation. We are now as of 1971 
when President Nixon took us off the 
gold system, and nobody called it that 
in our American press, but it was a de
valuation. I never saw that called that 
in the American press. The European 
press did call it a devaluation. All of 
that adds up because it has its impact 
on our domestic destiny so that today 
the institution which does not account 
to Congress, and does not account to 
the President though it was created by 
the Congress in 1913, the Federal Re
serve Board which is not a Federal 
Government entity, it is a private 
entity. It is owned and controlled by 
the commercial bank system of the 
United States, the private banks. In 
practice it is actually controlled by the 
seven or eight largest institutions in 
our country. Is that good? Is that 
what the Constitution allows? Is that 
what the Congress intended with the 
approval of the 1913 Federal Reserve 
Board Act? I do not think so. No utter
ance of any Member of the Congress 
in 1913 and the 2 years preceding en
actment of the act ever reflected that. 

Why is it now that that institution 
has escaped an accounting, and the 
Federal Reserve Board has lost control 
of its own destiny in such things as 
controlling interest rates? All through 
my 27 years on the Committee on 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs I 
have had about seven different chair
men of the Federal Reserve Board 
come up and say how interest rates 
were an act of God, that they could 
not do anything about them. Except 
the last 2 years they finally had frank-

ly said, sure, of course we can control 
interest rates. We can control them by 
the margins of deposit assurances, the 
issuance of interest on your Federal 
Reserve Board transactions and so 
forth, and interbank transactions, but 
we have lost control of that because 
now the international banking and in
stitutional framework is of such a 
nature that forces external to our land 
and out of the range of our control 
now are determining interest rates 
then as I have been saying for 27 years 
that I have been here and I can recall 
because I remember how difficult it 
was on June 19, 1966, to point out to 
the chairman then and to my col
leagues what happened that day, that 
night, when the banks jumped the 
prime interest rate one whole percent
age point. That had not happened 
even during the Civil War though ac
tually that was a beginning of the for
mation of our national banking system 
in 1965 and adoption of the National 
Currency Act. But interest rates are 
the mechanism or is the mechanism 
by virtue of which wealth is trans
ferred within an authority. 
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I have said ad nauseum here in my 

presentations since 1966 that from 
time immemorial interest rates have 
been at the root of the destruction of 
mighty empires, that interest rates 
that permit usurious and confiscating 
rates on money wreck any country, 
any economy. How in the world, how 
in . the world can any small business
man in this country afford to pay even 
10 percent or more much less 16-17 
percent for a loan to inventory his 
stock in a small business? That is 
usury. That is not only unconscionable 
but it is fatal to any kind of well-being 
of our society, and particularly the 
economic aspects of our society. 

The first shock resulted not immedi
ately after 1966, just like the stock 
market debacle of this Monday, the 
19th of October, but neither did that 
Friday in 1929 mean particularly 
much at that moment. I recall vividly, 
I was working as a little delivery boy 
and helper for Ernst von Helms, the 
pharmacist who had the Old Reliable 
Pharmacy. That was the headline, and 
all one used to read is a bull market, 
bearish market. Then they came out 
and they talked about the stock 
market crash. Nobody changed then, 
as nobody much now, although some 
sectors are, because these things are 
almost glacier-like in their movements. 
The impact of the stock market crash 
and the significance in 1929 really did 
not hit until 1932. 

In the interim year to date, bringing 
it up to today, in the areas where we 
have had concomitant forces such as 
the energy crisis and the rapid de
struction of the price structure for oil 
and gas, we have had, yes, the first big 
significant shock waves, but we were 

going to have them anyway, particu
larly in my State where, in the case of 
the savings depository institutions, 
Texas has a peculiar history of devel
opment. Almost every one of the 
S&L's in Texas have been State-char
tered and stock, and there are really 
only four mutuals. Those are not in 
particular straits, but that kind of sit
uation made it the happy hunting 
ground for these predatory, the specu
lative pirates that ride the main of 
either Wall Street or the regions in 
our country that they travel in and 
take advantage of a made-to-order sit
uation. 

Then the Congress compounded 
with the approval of the 1982 act 
which homogenized financial institu
tions, but more importantly, · and it 
was no particular gratification on my 
part to be the one lone opponent in 
the committee to that bill that was 
passed by the House on October 2, 
1982. But what it did was provide gim
mickry. It set up such institutions as 
S&L's and others to be enabled to 
have accounting according to regula
tory accounting. One might say that is 
a lot of gobbledygook. What does it 
mean? It means very much. 

The usual, normal standards of ac
counting are one thing. Regulatory 
standards of accounting, as permitted 
by the Congress, is another, because 
there intangibles are allowed to 
become stock and trade of the capitali
zation structure, so that you look at 
all of these failed institutions in Texas 
where the regulators, instead of regu
lating, have been so cozy in bed with 
the industry that they not only even 
did not even bother to wink, they just 
turned around in a common bed and 
continued to snooze. 

One will see that in trying to put 
some of these dead corpses together, 
and what I say is all they are doing is 
tying all the dead corpses together, 
and they will just stink more than the 
individual corpses, and all they are 
doing is prolonging the cost to the 
American people, because I am conse
created to the position that as far as 
one single Member of this Congress or 
this committee is concerned, I will not 
idly stand by silent and watch the 
crisis develop where it will imperil the 
stability and the well-being and the 
safety of the insurance funds, not only 
in S&L's, and if we continue to let the 
situation go, it is going to spill over 
into the banking situation. 

If there is any banker either in 
Texas or anywhere else in the United 
States that wants to indulge in the il
lusion that it is the S&Ls' problem, I 
have a caution for them: "You will be 
in the middle of it, and water may go 
past your nose." 

I think now is the time to say, "Well, 
what is the extent of the crisis?" We 
cannot get it. I have requested the 
GAO, and I am going to ask for an in-
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terim report next week. I have put 
facts and figures together up to now, 
and nobody has disputed them. Oh, 
yes, there are cries of protest by those 
that feel I am being critical of them, 
but I see no rebuttal on the facts and 
the figures. 

What are the facts and the figures? 
The facts and the figures are that as 
long as these regulators, and I speak 
not only to Texas but to other States 
where they have equal crises, as long 
as they are holding Federal assurances 
of a vague kind, because there is no 
solid cash behind this, these institu
tions that say they are holding togeth
er to try to manage into the light are 
advertising for funds at such rates of 
interest that are tending to suck out 
depositors from the other institutions, 
banks, credit unions, and the like. 

But what is going to happen there? 
Are the insurance funds adequate? I 
asked to meet with the Chairman of 
the Home Loan Bank Board with re
spect to the so-called FSLIC replenish
ment. That is the insurance fund for 
savings and loans, and what he told 
me was more disturbing than even 
that which I had concluded. Then the 
Senate week before last had hearings 
on the subject matter and even the 
GAO came out with about twice the 
estimate that the Home Loan Bank 
Board Chairman was telling me. 

It does no good for us to deceive our
selves. It does no good to believe, as 
some would have us believe, that let us 
just hold things together until Novem
ber and then after that let us worry 
about the deluge then, because time 
and events are not going to wait for 
that. Even if they wait until the day of 
election and the night thereafter, all 
bubbles burst, and we have had not 
one, we have a giant bubble with a 
bunch of bubbles inside these other 
bubbles. 

We have had, in my opinion, no less 
than five money manias since the 
1970's; this is why we suddenly are 
caught by surprise because of the 
headlines saying "Stock Market." But 
for how many months had we been 
saying that bank allocation of credit, 
that is, allocation of banking credit, 
was being used wrongly in the light of 
what the Congress has stipulated is 
the purpose for chartering banks? 
That is public need and convenience. 
So we have these massive takeovers. 
We have these purely speculative 
paper transactions, not real stock ex
change transactions, reflecting an in
dustrial output or a manufacturing ac
tivity or a commerical activity, but 
paper trading on paper, borrowing on 
borrowing. 
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So what we have is a debt bubble of 

horrendous proportions. 
What shall we do, sit here and say 

no, it is not and then wait until it 
bursts and then say, oh, well, my good-

ness, what do we do now? Or are we 
going to let others not necessarily 
committed to the best interests of the 
greatest Americans determine that 
destiny for us? 

I think the time to start is here, 
right now domestically. And in my 
home State of Texas, even though I 
have been speaking out before the 
crisis in Texas, but now Texas is just a 
laboratory, it is just a little ahead of 
what is coming nationally. In Califor
nia we have begun to experience it 
with the second largest S&L in the 
country, American Savings of Califor
nia. 

The regulatory agencies, as I said, 
are so much in bed they are almost in
cestuous. The Home Loan Bank Board 
members are the same as the Freddie 
Mac, that is the Federal Mortgage As
sociation, that is the secondary mort
gage market organization for the sav
ings institutions. The board of one is 
the board of the other. 

So the Home Loan Bank Board man
dated the Freddie Mac to loan $5 bil
lion to American S&L's which had al
ready borrowed $7 billion in the 
market in New York, Wall Street, and 
$2 billion from the Home Loan Bank 
Board regional office. 

Why kid ourselves? If that is the 
proportion of the problem outside of 
Texas, when we then take the Texas 
size problem itself, then it is obvious 
that unless the Congress comes in and 
moves before the crisis develops into a 
total loss of confidence in our insur
ance funds, then I see nothing but a 
reaction that will be costly. Every day 
that these companies that are adver
tising for deposits, but are dead, stay 
alive it is going to take that much 
more money to resolve the problem. 
But I feel that it is necessary to spread 
this on the record as I cannot ap
proach it from the committee level 
since the jurisdiction so far as regula
tory bodies are concerned lies in an
other subcommittee. 

However, what worries me more 
than anything else is housing, shelter, 
and the long-term fixed mortgages of 
30 years. What about these people 
that are now half term, they are in 
their 15th year of paying in these in
stitutions back home in Texas? You 
and I know that when push comes to 
shove, and you have mostly the small, 
rural S&L's that still have their port
folios as S&L's were intended to do by 
Congress for housing and home mort
gages, they are going to disappear. 

The most disturbing thing from my 
visit with the chairman of the Home 
Loan Bank Board was what he 
dropped almost inadvertently. I do not 
think anybody in the room really 
caught it. He said the trouble in Texas 
is there are too many institutions. In 
the meanwhile, another member of 
that same board in the Northeast has 
been talking about how their plan will 
work in the region, that is Texas, Lou-

isiana, Arkansas, and that is he says 
they will end up with 29 mega S&L's 
in that whole region. Is that good for 
us? Is that good for America? Is that 
good for our rural neighbors? Of 
course not. 

This is the crux of the matter. This 
is what impels me to rise to speak and 
report that what I have done as one 
individual Member and as a chairman 
of the Housing Subcommittee is to 
begin an appraisal of the size of the 
housing and home mortgage portfolios 
in these areas of need, not only in 
Texas but in the Midwest and in what 
is known as the Energy Belt and all 
the way over to the west coast. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

LEHMAN of California). Under a previ
ous order of the House, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MICA] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, due to a previous 
commitment I missed several votes. Had I 
been able to vote, I would have voted for final 
passage of H.R. 4505. 

I appreciate having this opportunity to state 
my position on these measures. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. GILMAN <at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL), for today, on account of at
tending a funeral. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House following the leg
islative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. COBLE) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:> 

Mr. HoRTON, for 60 minutes, on June 
15. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, for 60 
minutes, on June 8. 

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, on 
June 3. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. LANTos, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mrs. BOGGS, for 30 minutes, on June 

9. 
Mr. GAYDOS, for 60 minutes, on June 

7. 
Mr. GAYDOS, for 60 minutes, on June 

9. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. GoNZALEZ) to revise and 
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extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:> 

Mr. MAcKAY, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. CoBLE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. GUNDERSON. 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. BUECHNER. 
Mr. GILMAN. 
Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. RITTER. 
Mr. MILLER of Washington in two in-

stances. 
Mr. ROTH. 
Mr. McEWEN. 
Mr. IRELAND. 
Mr. RINALDO. 
Mr.ARMEY. 
Mr. LEAcH of Iowa in two instances. 
<The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. STARK in three instances. 
Mr. LANTOS in two instances. 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. 
Mrs. COLLINS. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. RAHALL. 
Mr. MINETA. 
Mr. RoYBAL. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
Mr. WHEAT. 
Mr. CLAY. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit
tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee had examined 
and found truly enrolled a bill and a 
joint resolution of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 2969. An act to amend chapter 11 of 
title 11 of the United States Code to im
prove the treatment of claims for certain re
tiree benefits of former employees, and 

H.J. Res. 469. Joint resolution to designate 
June 1988 as "National Recycling Month." 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 3 o'clock and 5 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Tuesday, June 7, 1988, at 
12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3737. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Department of Energy, transmitting the 
semiannual report for the Office of the In
spector General for the period October 1, 
1987 through March 31, 1988, pursuant to 
42 U.S.C. 7138<c>; to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

3738. A letter from the Acting Administra
tor, General Services Administration, trans
mitting informational copies of various pro
spectuses, pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 606(a); to 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HAWKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 4416. A bill to extend the 
authorization of appropriations for titles V 
and VI of the Library Services and Con
struction Act through fiscal year 1989 
<Rept. 100-666). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. HAWKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 4585. A bill to extend the 
authorization of appropriations for the Taft 
Institute through fiscal year 1991 <Rept. 
100-667>. Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HAWKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 4638. A bill to amend the 
effective date provision of the Augustus F. 
Hawkins-Robert T. Stafford Elementary 
and Secondary School Improvement 
Amendments of 1988; with an amendment 
<Rept. 100-668>. Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. HAWKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 4639. A bill to amend the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 to prevent 
abuses in the supplemental Loans for Stu
dents Program under Part B of title IV of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, and for 
other purposes <Rep. 100-669). Referred to 
the Committee of the whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina: Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 
3601. A bill relating to the enhancement of 
the Nation's fish and wildlife resources, the 
National Wildlife Refuge System, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rep. 
100-670, Ft. 1 >. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina: Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 
4365. A bill to designate the Sunderland Na
tional Salmon Station located in Sunder
land, MA, as the "Richard Cronin National 
Salmon Station" <Rep. 100-671). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina: Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 
4621. A bill to provide congressional approv
al of the Governing International Fishery 
Agreement between the United States and 
the Government of the German Democratic 
Republic; with amendments <Rep. 100-672). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTED BILLS 
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. ROE: Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology. H.R. 4417. A bill to author- ~ 
ize appropriations to the Secretary of Com- ' 
merce for the programs of the National ' 

. Bureau of Standards for fiscal year 1989, 
and for other purposes, with amendments, 
referred to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce for a period ending not later 
than June 8, 1988, for consideration of such 
provisions of title II of the amendment as 
fall within the jurisdiction of that commit
tee pursuant to clause l<h>, rule X <Rep. 
100-673, Ft. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr. 
PoRTER, Mr. LANTos, Mr. RosE, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, and Mr. LELAND): 

H.R. 4738. A bill to protect and promote 
cultural survival throughout the world; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WAXMAN: 
H.R. 4739. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise the 
authority under that act to regulate pesti
cide residues in food; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 
H.R. 4740. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the excise 
tax on cigarettes by 25 cents per pack and to 
provide that a portion of the revenues from 
such increase be used for programs to dis
courage cigarette smoking particularly by 
youth; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. APPLEGATE (for himself, Mr. 
McEWEN, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. SoL
OMON, Mr. PENNY, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. MICA, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. WYLIE, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire, and Mr. 
HALL of Texas): 

H.R. 4741. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase the rates of com
pensation and dependency and indemnity 
compensation [DICl payable to veterans 
with service-connected disabilities and their 
survivors, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ARMEY (by request>: 
H.R. 4742. A bill to achieve greater ac

countability in Federal student assistance 
programs, to minimize the potential for 
waste and abuse, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. AuCOIN (for himself, Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
ROE, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, and Mr. MAVROULES): 

H.R. 4743. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Housing and Urban Development to 
insure certain mortgages for first-time 
homebuyers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BROOKS (for himself and Mr. 
HORTON): 

H.R. 4744. A bill to improve budgetary in
formation by requiring that the unified 
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budget presented by the President contain 
an operating budget and a capital budget, 
distinguish between Federal funds and trust 
funds, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. GLICKMAN: 
H.R. 4745. A bill entitled the "Campaign 

Jontributions Reform Act of 1988"; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. LAGOMARSINO <for himself 
and Mr. GALLEGLY): 

H.R. 4746. A bill to designate Sespe Creek 
and the Sisquoc River in the State of Cali
fornia as components of the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 4747. A bill to designate certain 
public lands on the Los Padres National 
Forest for preservation as wilderness and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. THOMAS A. LUKEN <for him· 
self and Mr. WHirrAKER): 

H.R. 4748. A bill to amend the Federal 
Railroad Safety Act of 1970 to provide for 
drug and alcohol testing for railroad em
ployees; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. MA VROULES: 
H.R. 4749. A bill to authorize the city of 

Newburyport, MA, to retain and use certain 
urban renewal land disposition proceeds; to 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 
H.R. 4750. A bill to provide a settlement 

fund for the restoration of certain Indian 
lands within the Zuni Indian Reservation in 
New Mexico, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON <for himself, 
Mr. LUJAN, and Mr. COMBEST): 

H.R. 4751. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to provide for a study of 
the Coronado Trail, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GUNDERSON <for himself 
and Mr. MONTGOMERY): 

H.J. Res. 584. Joint resolution calling 
upon all churches, synagogues, schools, 
community centers, and other public build
ings to toll their bells for 1 minute begin
ning at 11 a.m. on each Memorial Day holi
day; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. MARTINEZ: 
H.J. Res. 585. Joint resolution designating 

the week of October 9, 1988, through Octo
ber 15, 1988, as "National Job Skills Week"; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. LANTOS: 
H. Con. Res. 311. Concurrent resolution 

requesting that the next President of the 
United States continue the practice of hold
ing annual summit meetings with the leader 
of the Soviet Union; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

19-059 0-89- 47 (Pt. 9) 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

401. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
House of Representatives of the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico, relative to Alejan
drina Torres; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

402. Also, memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Hawaii, relative 
to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 
1972; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 593: Ms. PELOSI. 
H.R. 763: Mr. DYSON, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 

FAZIO, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. SHAW, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, and Mr. MINETA. 

H.R. 1443: Mr. COURTER and Mr. MOODY. 
H.R. 1516: Mrs. KENNELLY. 
H .R. 1638: Mr. WHEAT, Mr. MORRISON of 

Connecticut, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. ROBINSON, 
Mr. BONKER, and Mr. CLEMENT. 

H.R. 2231: Mrs. BENTLEY. 
H.R. 2532: Mr. RINALDO. 
H.R. 2789: Mr. McCRERY. 
H.R. 3560: Ms. PELOSI. 
H.R. 3620: Mr. FISH, Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. 

WALGREN. 
H.R. 3628: Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mr. 

BLAZ, Mr. SoLARZ, Mr. KAsicH, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. YATRON, and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 3918: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. HOPKINS, Mr. 
McEWEN, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. JOHN
SON of South Dakota, Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH, 
Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. CoURTER, Mr. NOWAK, 
Mr. WATKINS, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. DWYER 
of New Jersey, Mr. PORTER, Mr. GEJDENSON, 
and Mr. SYNAR. 

H.R. 4007: Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. 
H.R. 4008: Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. 
H.R. 4127: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, 

Mr. MAcKAY, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. BRENNAN, 
Mr. STGERMAIN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HATCHER, 
Mr. KoLTER, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. VALENTINE, 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. PURSELL. 

H.R. 4270: Mr. KAsTENMEIER, Mr. FAUNT
ROY, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. DEL
LUMS, Mr. LoWRY of Washington, Mr. TOR
RICELLI, and Mr. ScHUMER. 

H.R. 4308: Mr. RINALDO. 
H.R. 4446: Mr. TRAFICANT. 
H.R. 4447: Mr. HOLLOWAY. 
H.R. 4463: Mr. SMITH of Florida and Mr. 

SOLOMON. 
H.R. 4474: Mr. ARMEY and Mr. LAFALCE. 
H.R. 4486: Mr. FoRD of Michigan, Mr. 

LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. ATKINS, and Mr. 
AcKERMAN. 

H.R. 4516: Mr. BIAGGI. 
H.R. 4519: Mr. IRELAND, Mr. NELSON of 

Florida, and Mr. FASCELL. 
H.R. 4576: Mr. BUNNING, Mrs. RoUKEMA, 

and Mr. BLILEY. 

H.R. 4618: Mr. BRENNAN and Mr. CHAPMAN. 
H.J. Res. 423: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BADHAM, 

Mr. BoucHER, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. CHAPPELL, 
Mr. CLARKE, Mr. HERGER, Mr. LEAcH of Iowa, 
Mr. MFUME, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
NAGLE, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. SI· 
KORSKI, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, 
Mr. WATKINS, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.J. Res. 474: Mr. ATKINS, Mr. BOEHLERT, 
Mr. COELHO, Mr. MACK, Mr. LoWRY of Wash
ington, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. 
MILLER of California, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. CONTE, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. CoNYERs, Mr. DAUB, Mr. 
GUARINI, Mr. LEviN of Michigan, Mr. 
DOWDY of Mississippi, Mr. ESPY, Mr. GEJD· 
ENSON, Mr. KEMP, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. RINALDO, 
Mr. SISISKY, Mr. THOMAS of California, Mr. 
WALGREN, Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. BADHAM, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. 
DREIER of California, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. 
LEwiS of Florida, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. 
McCLOSKEY, Mr. McHUGH, Mr. MORRISON of 
Washington, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. BUECHNER, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. LENT, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. LEviNE of Califor
nia, Mr. DIXON, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. HILER, Mr. 
LELAND, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. ScHAEFER, Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
WISE, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. 
BATES, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. GORDON, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. 
MICHEL, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mrs. COLLINS, 
Mr. DARDEN, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. KAsicH, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. 
FOGLIETl'A, Mr. JENKINS,Mr. OWENS of New 
York, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. SUND
QUIST, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H.J. Res. 543: Mr. SAVAGE, Mrs. VucANO· 
VICH, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, 
and Mr. LEwis of Georgia. 

H.J. Res. 544: Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. 
HATCHER, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. ScHUMER, Mr. MooDY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. RAVENEL, 
Mr. NEAL, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. 
OWENS of New York, Mr. OWENS of Utah, 
Mr. GOODLING, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. 
HORTON, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. 
VENTo, Mr. BUEcHNER, Mr. YouNG of Flori
da, Mr. HANsEN, Mr. WHirrEN, Mr. KosT
MAYER, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. ED· 
WARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, Mrs. MoRELLA, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. 
PANETl'A, Mr. GINGRICH, and Mr. ScHEUER. 

H. Con. Res. 260: Mr. PURSELL and Mr. 
BOEHLERT. 

H. Con. Res. 283: Mr. INHOFE, Mr. SUNIA, 
Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. WILSON, 
Mr. RHODES, Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. 
HOLLOWAY, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. BLAZ, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mrs. BENTLEY. 

H. Con. Res. 286: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. SKEL· 
TON, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. JoNTz, 
and Mr. CAMPBELL. 

H. Con. Res. 291: Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. ATKINS, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. MoLLOHAN, and Mr. BIAGGI. 

H. Con. Res. 302: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
SoLOMON, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. FEIGHAN, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr. WELDON. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

June 3, 1988 

MANASSAS NATIONAL 
BATTLEFIELD PARK 

HON. MICHAEL A. ANDREWS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, on May 4, I in

troduced legislation to preserve the historical 
integrity of the Manassas National Battlefield 
Park (H.R. 4526). Congressman ROBERT 
MRAZEK of New York joined us in this effort. 
Today, we have more than 200 cosponsors. 

This influx of bipartisan congressional sup
port exemplifies a national concern that Amer
icans have regarding the preservation of our 
national parks. In addition, this sends a strong 
proclamation that development adjacent to 
our most pristine landmarks will not be tolerat
ed. 

As you may know, Manassas National Bat
tlefield Park is being threatened by the pend
ing construction of a 1.2-million square foot 
shopping mall on a 600-acre plot of land on 
the battlefield. Construction on this historic 
piece of property will dominate the area's 
landscape, destroy the integrity of the park 
itself, and eliminate yet another part of the 
actual battlefield. 

It is our belief that it is the responsibility of 
the Federal Government to preserve the in
tegrity of national parks from the threats 
posed by the commercial developers. We be
lieve that the preservation of the Manassas 
National Battlefield Park is crucial in our ef
forts to maintain and pass on American histo
ry, heritage, and national dignity to future gen
erations. Newspaper articles and editorials on 
the preservation of the Manassas National 
Battlefield Park have appeared in newspapers 
and periodicals all over the Nation; below I 
have drawn together a few of these editorials: 

A HERITAGE IMPERILED 

(By Tom Wicker) 
Bull Run is a creek that meanders 

through Virginia so near Washington that 
members of Congress and ladies of fashion 
could take horse and buggy out to witness 
the first battle of the Civil War, fought 
along the creek banks near Manassas Junc
tion on July 21, 1861. 

Confederate victory sent them scrambling 
back to Washington in panic. After a year of 
war, no sightseers ventured to the same 
bloody fields when a second, more terrible 
battle in August 1862 resulted in Robert E. 
Lee's most complete victory, the retreat of 
most Federal troops from Virginia and a 
forced delay in Abraham Lincoln's planned 
Emancipation Proclamation. 

One of the first postwar acts of veterans 
from both sides was to return in amity to 
this dual battleground <Manassas, as Con
federates called it; Bull Run to the Feder
als). Together they erected primitive monu
ments of local stone on the Henry Hill, 
where Stonewall Jackson earned his nick
name in 1861, and at the Deep Cut, where at 

the climax of one of the war's great charges, 
Jackson's battered defenders threw rocks at 
Fitz-John Porter's bluecoats in 1862. 

A century and a quarter later-in a nation 
that sometimes seems not to care about, 
much less honor, its past-the biggest devel
oper in Virginia has been cleared by Prince 
William County authorities to build on part 
of the Manassas battlefield a monster shop
ping mall and a housing development. 
Heavy new auto traffic, moreover, will suf
focate the roadways that give access to the 
inadequately protected battlefields and 
their many monuments. 

Congress authorized a small Manassas Na
tional Battlefield Park around the Henry 
Hill in 1940, expanded it in 1954 to include 
some of the second battle sites, then took in 
much of the rest of the area in 1980. But in 
a compromise with local authorities, a seg
ment between U.S. 29 <the important War
renton Turnpike during the Civil War) and 
the new Interstate 66 was left out of the ex
panded park, obviously for development 
purposes. 

The excluded area, however, had been in 
1862 the site of General Lee's headquarters 
and the staging area for Gen. James Long
street's massive counterattack that drove 
the Federal army of Gen. John Pope from 
the field. Bounded also by Pageland Lane 
and Groveton Road, which were important 
arteries during the battle, the excluded land 
was of unquestioned historical importance. 
Its development, moreover, could have great 
impact on the national park, as Prince Wil
liam officials recognized. 

"The county board of supervisors has ab
solutely no intention whatever to violate 
the integrity of that park." Donald L. 
White, then vice chairman of the board, 
said twice during Senate hearings on the 
park bill sponsored by John Warner of Vir
ginia. That may not have been a legal 
pledge, but it gives what's happening now 
an even more duplicitous aura. 

First, in 1986, the Hazel/Peterson Compa
nies obtained the county's approval for a 
housing development, an office park, a 
small shopping center and parking lot, all to 
be screened by a narrow landscaped strip 
from the parkland the site abutted. Consid
erable opposition was heard from local cit
izens and historical groups, but they suc
ceeded only in scaling down the project 
(from 975 houses to 560). 

But three months ago, Hazel/Peterson an
nounced that it would cut the office park in 
half, and substitute for the shopping center 
a hugh mall <1.2 million square feet) featur
ing five major department stores. From the 
slope in front of Brawner's farmhouse, 
where in 1862 Stonewall Jackson deter
mined to attack King's Division as it passed 
on the turnpike below ("the road was blue 
with them," the Confederate general Wil
liam C. Oates wrote later), an observer soon 
will see jammed parking lots and a blight of 
modern mall architecture. 

When Park Service officials protested the 
sudden switch, which has been kept from 
the public until it was accomplished, the 
current board of supervisors fired right 
back: two parks and the Quantico Marine 
base, occupying 20 percent of Prince Wil-

liam's territory, provide only $20,139 a year 
in Federal payments-but the mall will pro
vide 2,900 jobs and, over 20 years $135 mil
lion in net revenues. 

The county may have a legitimate com
plaint, but is desecrating hallowed ground 
the remedy? And Manassas is only one ex
ample of a national heritage imperiled by 
development. Stay tuned for a second arti
cle, about mounting opposition that may in
clude the House Interior Committee. 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 5, 19881 
MALLING OVER THE PAST 

<By Tom Wicker) 
The Campeau Corporation of Canada, 

having just swallowed Federated Depart
ment Stores Inc., has agreed with the 
Edward J. DeBartolo Company to spread a 
new rash of shopping malls across an Ameri
can countryside that's already in danger of 
being paved over. 

That's bad news that could be worse, if 
this new retail and real estate giant proves 
as callous everywhere else as the DeBartolo 
Company has been in its plan-concealed 
from the public until recently-to throw 
down the second-largest shopping mall in 
northern Virginia on part of the Manassas
Bull Run battlefield. 

This 1.2 million square feet of commercial 
development will put parking lots and fast
food shops on historic ground, where thou
sands of Union and Confederate soldiers 
died in August 1862. It will foul the area 
surrounding and force the widening of roads 
through the Manassas National Battlefield 
Park, which the mall will directly abut. 

DeBartolo is in cahoots with the Hazel Pe
terson Company at Manassas, as far as I 
knows, Campeau has nothing to do with 
that project, which was "cussed and dis
cussed" in a previous article. But commer
cial development of this kind, all across the 
nation, already is having an adverse impact 
on historical, recreational and other sites 
that ought to be protected as part of the na
tional heritage and patrimony. 

Private development is creeping up 
Marye's Heights-where on a single day in 
1863 the Federal Army of the Potomac took 
12,500 casualties-to the edge of the Freder
icksburg-Spotsylvania National Military 
Park in Virginia. Historically significant 
battlefields surrounding Richmond, at 
Stone's River in Tennessee, and at Sharps
burg, Md., are similarly endangered. At 
Chantilly, near Dulles Airport outside 
Washington, where the Union generals 
Philip Kearny and Isaac Stevens were killed 
in combat in 1862, housing tracts and shop
ping centers already cover the battleground. 

Nor is it just Civil War sites that are being 
despoiled. Outside Tucson, Ariz., develop
ment is moving inexorably toward the Sa
guaro National Monument, which supposed
ly protects the wild desert environment with 
its giant cactus plants. South Carolina pres
ervationists are trying to raise $2 million to 
buy the farm of Charles Pinckney, a signer 
and one of the architects of the Constitu
tion, to save it from subdividers. 

On a strip of privately owned land knifing 
into Yellowstone National Park, something 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 



June 3, 1988 
called the Church Universal and Trium
phant has erected a tall game fence that 
halts the nature.! passage of animals and 
violates the park's ecosystem. Private devel
opment also threatens national recreational 
areas in the Santa Monica Mountains of 
California and along the Chattahoochee 
River in Georgia. 

Nothing yet damages the Custer battle
field near Rosebud Creek in Montana-in its 
mournful silence and loneliness one of the 
most moving of all American historical sites. 
But the National Park Service does not own 
nearly enough land there to protect the bat
tlefield, should private developers start 
moving in. 

In Loudoun County, VA., a planned hous
ing tract threatens the pristine character of 
the village of Waterford a designated na
tional landmark that looks today much as it 
did in the 18th and early 19th centuries. 
County authorities and the developer still 
are trying to work out an alternative. 

So it goes, without hindrance from the 
Reagan Administration, which opposes re
straints on private property and won't put 
up the money for land acquisitions to 
extend the national park system or to pro
tect existing parks, monuments and land
marks. 

Now, however, the House Interior Com
mittee is considering legislation that would 
give the park service more power to prevent 
damaging development in areas abutting or 
surrounding such sites. The chairman, Mo 
Udall, recently took a publicized walk over 
the threatened segment of the Manassas 
battlefield; and Representative Bruce 
Vento, who heads the relevant subcommit
tee, is optimistic about the legislation. 

Increased appropriations for the Park 
Service's partnership with state historical 
preservation programs also would help. The 
service is authorized already to make grants 
for preservation purposes to these state 
groups; but the funds available are "bare 
bones" and their distribution is opposed by 
the Reagan Administration. 

Action now will lock the bam door after a 
good many horses have been stolen. It's still 
action worth taking before developers con
sume what's left of our national heritage. 

[From the Los Angeles Times, Feb. 8, 1988] 
IF You'VE SEEN ONE BATTLEFIELD ••• 

Sometimes it seems that life is just one 
shopping mall after another. Take, for in
stance, the 1.2-million-square-foot William 
Center Mall that is to be built in Prince Wil
liam County about 20 miles west of the 
White House and the Washington Monu
ment. But then the mall is only part of it. 
Ultimately the 600-acre development will in
clude 1. 7 million square feet of office space 
and 650 new homes. 

The mall, the brainchild of Edward J. De
Bartolo Corp., the nation's biggest builder 
of shopping malls, will have some competi
tion. Within a 25-mile radius of William 
Center Mall, according to the Washington 
Post, there already are three shopping cen
ters. A fourth is under construction. A fifth 
is planned. The nearest major competitor is 
the 1.4-million-square-foot, 213-store Fair 
Oaks Mall. 

But there will be something special about 
the William Center Mall, for on two sides it 
will be built smack up against Manassas Na
tional Battlefield Park, the site of the first 
and second battles of Bull Run in the Civil 
War. Manassas is appropriately described by 
Post columnist Jonathan Yardley as "one of 
the few pieces of land in America to which 
the word 'hallowed' applies without reserva-
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tion." There in 1861 was fought the first 
major battle of the war. And there in 1862 
was fought a second critical battle that 
wiped out all the gains of the Union Army 
in Northern Virginia the previous year. 
Each time the Union feared for the life of 
the nation's capital. 

National Park Service officials have ex
pressed concern about encroaching develop
ment in and around national landmarks of 
the capital region, especially Manassas. Now 
their worst fears have been realized. The 
Park Service has no legal authority to stop 
the mall-it should have, but doesn't. Local 
historic-preservation groups vowed to fight 
the mall, but the deck is stacked against 
them. The county rezoned the property in 
1986 shortly after the real-estate firm work
ing with DeBartolo bought it. 

Local officials in fact are delighted as they 
struggle with neighboring Fairfax County 
for the region's booming commercial and 
residential business. "It excites me in the 
sense that we're no longer going to stand in 
the shadow of Fairfax County," County Su
pervisor Robert L. Cole said. "This is going 
to be nicer than Fair Oaks." 

And think of it: a mall with its own na
tional historic shrine. 

[From the Houston Post, May 30, 19881 
MEMORIAL DAY 

This is Memorial Day, the one day Ameri
cans set aside as a time for special remem
brance and honor of our war dead. No Me
morial Day would be complete without at 
least one orator denouncing our apathy, our 
forgetfulness, our don't-give-a-damn atti
tude toward our fallen men and women in 
the military. 

Don't believe it. Americans still care and 
care very deeply. Look no further than the 
rolling woodlands outside Washington. 
There a developer is trying to put up a 
shopping mall, bigger than the Houston 
Galleria, right next to the battlefield of 
First and Second Manassas <or Bull Run, 
depending upon your accent>. Americans 
from North and South are up in arms over 
the proposed desecration. In Washington it 
seems to be generating more angry discus
sion than the budget, the INF treaty or the 
summit. 

It is another example of American's con
tinuing concern for our warriors on Memori
al Day or any day. And, no, it is not weaken
ing. 

A CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO 
JOSEPH E. O'CONNELL 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to an outstanding man in my 
district, Mr. Joseph E. O'Connell. Joe will be 
honored on June 1 0, 1988, on the occasion of 
his retirement. I am pleased to have this op
portunity to say a few words about him. 

Joe O'Connell is retiring after working for 
General Telephone Co. of California in various 
positions for 31 years. Joe began working for 
General Telephone in 1957 as an equipment 
installer, and it was that year that he started 
his march to the top of the company. He was 
quickly promoted to foreman and then mainte
nance supervisor. By 1968, he was working in 
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administrative and technological supervisory 
positions, preparing $3 million budgets and 
being held accountable for 1 00 employees. 
Since 1978, he has been installation and 
maintenance superintendent. In addition to 
this, he has been a part-time instructor at 
Long Beach City College since 1983. 

Besides being committed to his career, Joe 
has found the energy to give his time to many 
community organizations. He is the vice presi
dent of operation of the Goodwill Industries of 
southern Los Angeles County, vice president 
of the Long Beach Kiwanis Club, secretary of 
the Pacific Hospital Foundation of Long 
Beach, a member of the advisory board of the 
Long Beach Boy Scouts of America, past 
president of the Los Alamitos Chamber of 
Commerce, a member of the Knights of Co
lumbus and a member of the General Tale
phone Management Club. 

But Joe O'Connell is more than just a glit
tering resumeMr. WALKER. and a 30-year 
veteran of General Telephone Co. He is com
mitted, sincere, talented and full of energy. 
His dedication to his work and his community 
is highly valued by the people of Long Beach. 
My wife, Lee, joins me in extending our warm
est congratulations to him on this auspicious 
occasion. We wish Joe and his children, Joe 
Jr., John, Joan and, Lindsay all the best in the 
years to come. 

ETHIOPIA 

HON. JOHN MILLER 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. Speaker, 

today I rise to protest the Ethiopian Govern
ment's interference in the efforts to reduce 
hunger in Ethiopia. 

In 1983 during the last major drought in that 
region, 850,000 metric tons of food were dis
tributed to the hungry in Ethiopia. Still, over 1 
million people died. Today the problem is 
much worse. In a country of 45 million people, 
up to 7 million are at risk, with 3.2 million of 
them in the northern provinces of Tigray and 
Eritrea. Estimates are that over 1.3 million 
metric tons of food are needed to save those 
starving to death in Ethiopia. 

But instead of aiding the world wide famine 
relief effort, Colonel Mengitsu has used the 
country's scarce resources to maintain his 
own power and on futile attempts to crush the 
insurgency of the north. 

Fuel and planes needed to transport food to 
drought stricken areas are used by Mengitsu's 
army. So, the food rots in ports, while the 
people starve. Ethiopia has much fertile land. 
Yet, the Government's mandate of collective 
farming and forced communal farms has hurt 
the family farmers who produce most of the 
nation's food supply. 

On April 6, 1988, all foreign relief workers 
including United Nations and private organiza
tions, were kicked out of Eritrea and Tigray. 
All the assets of these programs were nation
alized. The Ethiopian Government says they 
are forcing these organizations out of the 
north to protect the workers' safety. This is 
false-rather it is to ensure that all money, 
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food, and industrial equipment is diverted to 
aid the largest standing army on the continent. 

Assistant Secretary of State Richard Wil
liamson stated in his May 19 United Nations 
speech that Col. Mengitsu Haile Mariam's ac
tions are ones "which starve an innocent pop
ulation" and are "cold-blooded neglect of mil
lions of Ethiopians in pursuit of military objec
tives in an intractable and unwinnable civil 
war." The Soviet Union continues to aid Colo
nel Mengitsu in his murderous efforts. 

There is one hopeful sign: Recently, United 
Nations Secretary General Javiar Perez de 
Cuellar received permission from the Ethiopi
an Government to send United Nations ob
servers to monitor the distribution of food to 
starving people in the northern provinces of 
Eritrea and Tigray. 

The Ethiopian Government should reconsid
er and allow the International Red Cross and 
other famine-relief organizations to resume 
operations to help the 3 million hungry men, 
women, and children in the region. I applaud 
the recent efforts of the Reagan administra
tion to start a major assistance program 
through Sudan, despite warnings by the Ethio
pian Government. The millions of starving 
people in the rebel-held northern areas of 
Ethiopia are in desperate need of assistance. 

Colonel Mengitsu is taking all the young 
men, airplanes, fuel, and grain to fight his war 
against the north. I believe that if the Colonel 
will end his deplorable actions, then we can 
again someday call Ethiopia, the breadbasket 
of Africa. 

A TRIBUTE TO ANN WATKINS 
AND ANNE SCHIERDING 

HON. JACK BUECHNER 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to honor two great American businesswomen 
located in St. Charles, MO, who through their 
hard work, quality products, and creative en
terprise were recently recognized by the St. 
Charles Chamber of Commerce as "Small 
Business Persons of the Year." 

Ann Watkins and Anne Schierding opened 
Patches, Etc., at 337 South Main Street in St. 
Charles in 1979. The two had met while re
storing homes on Main Street, and decided to 
move their own business into a narrow brick 
house originally built in 1870. From there, Ann 
Watkins brought her professional background 
in fashion and a family history of generations 
of quilters, and Anne Schierding brought her 
professional background in business educa
tion and a love of needlework. Together, they 
created a business sensation, which through 
creative marketing, not only gave work to 12 
employees, but engendered a new interest in 
quilting and other crafts. 

Customers at the shop have come from St. 
Charles, from St. Louis, from St. Louis County, 
from Illinois and all over the country, even 
New York City. Long before they were recog
nized by their business colleagues in St. 
Charles or their Congressman in Washington, 
Ann and Anne were recognized daily by an 
enthusiastic and continuous clientele, which is 
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the ultimate recognition for any business, and 
the true test of efficiency for a free enterprise 
system. 

Anne Schierding passed away Monday, May 
30, after courageously suffering through 
months of Creutzseldt-Jakob disease, a debili
tating brain disorder. Her success in business 
and in 19 years of teaching at Hazelwood 
Central High School are in themselves a fitting 
tribute to a life of success, tragically cut short. 
We remember her fondly and share that 
memory and our prayers with her loving 
family. 

But I am sure Ann Watkins will continue in 
their joint effort, with the spirit of Anne 
Schierding remaining in the traditional ambi
ence of their store, and in the love for arts 
and crafts she created among her friends and 
neighbors, and a number of strangers as well. 
The living example of Patches, Etc., is the 
spirit which moves our economy, through 
which creatively engaged men and women 
enrich their lives and the lives of others in a 
responsive exchange of supply and demand. 
May the work of Anne and Ann not only be 
recognized for their success and efficiency, 
but for their love of their work, and the way 
that love made their customers return again 
and again. 

CORONADO NATIONAL TRAIL 
STUDY ACT 

HON. BILL RICHARDSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I am proud 

to introduce a bill that directs the National 
Park Service to study the Coronado Trail for 
inclusion in our National Trails System Act. 
Francisco Vasquez de Coronado was one of 
the great European explorers of the New 
World. In his expedition through New Mexico 
and neighboring States, Coronado was among 
the first Europeans to see the wide variety of 
cultural and natural features that make the 
Southwest so unique. This bill will amend the 
National Trails System Act to mandate a 
major study of the approximate route taken by 
Coronado. The study would lay the ground
work for eventual designation of the Coronado 
Trail as part of the National Historic Trail 
System. 

Between 1540 and 1542, Coronado led an 
expedition from the southwest coast of 
Mexico into the American Southwest in search 
of the legendary Seven Cities of Cibola. His 
party of 300 Spanish soldiers and 1,000 
Indian allies and servants marched through 
the present States of Arizona, New Mexico, 
Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas. During his ex
pedition Coronado discovered what many be
lieve was one of the fabled Seven Cities of 
Cibola at the Zuni Pueblo in western New 
Mexico. He also encountered the Acoma Indi
ans along the Rio Grande River. The expedi
tion traveled north to the Taos Pueblo and 
east to the Pecos. The large pueblo complex 
seen by Coronado is still home to the Taos 
people and can be seen to this day. Coronado 
met the Hopi in Arizona and the Plains Indians 
in Texas, Oklahoma and Kansas. Members of 
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this expedition were the first Europeans to see 
the Grand Canyon and other Southwestern 
landmarks. 

The study of the Coronado Trail will provide 
invaluable information to ethnohistorians on 
the Spanish explorers and the Indian popula
tions living in the Southwest at that time. It will 
also shed light on this important but sadly ne
glected era in the history of our Nation. 

The study of Coronado's route and the 
eventual inclusion of the Coronado Trail in the 
National Trails System will complement the 
celebration of the SOOth anniversary of Colum
bus's voyage to the New World. Coronado's 
expedition was the first significant exploration 
in the American Southwest after the European 
discovery of America. 

Study and designation of the Coronado Trail 
will preserve an important part of our history 
and stimulate tourism in the States through 
which the Coronado Trail passes. Fortunately, 
most of the sites visited by Coronado and his 
expedition are readily identifiable and thus can 
be marked for tourists to investigate and ap
preciate. 

Mr. Speaker, today we have the opportunity 
to preserve the most significant expedition 
route in the Spanish colonization of the South
western United States-the Coronado Trail. I 
urge all my colleagues to join me in support of 
this legislation. 

PERSECUTION OF BAHA'I MUST 
STOP 

HON. JIM LEACH 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I join with 
Congressman PORTER and many of our col
leagues this week in introducing a resolution 
which once again urges the Government of 
Iran to respect the human rights of members 
of the Baha'i faith. This House and all similarly 
constituted parliamentary bodies around the 
world have a responsibility to make clear that 
the Iranian regime is accountable for its per
secution of these courageous people. 

While there have been recent reports of the 
release of a number of Baha'is from prisons in 
Iran and while executions appear to have de
clined, the international community dares not 
be silent until all such grievious human rights 
abuses have ended. 

Far too fresh in our memories are the exe
cutions of over 200 Baha'is in Iran since 1979, 
the pattern of brutal torture and imprisonment, 
the desecration of property sacred to mem
bers of the faith, and the economic hardships 
visited upon the Baha'is. The terror which has 
befallen this vulnerable religious community is 
unconscionable. 

It is important to point out that in its perse
cution of the Baha'is the Government of Iran 
carries a legal as well as moral and humani
tarian burden of accountability. As a party to 
the International Covenant on Civil and Politi
cal Rights, Iran is bound by its provisions to 
protect religious freedom within its borders, in
cluding the right of minorities, in community 
with like believers, to profess and practice 
their faith. In addition to breaching internation-
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al norms of decency and civility, Iran's failure 
to adhere to international human rights stand
ards constitutes outlaw conduct. 

Until the campaign of religious persecution 
and genocide against the Baha'is comes to an 
end, this body and the executive branch have 
an obligation to monitor events in Iran, to 
work with other governments to bring pressure 
on Iranian authorities to cease their human 
rights violations, to press the case of the 
Baha'is in international fora, and to provide 
appropriate assistance to those fleeing perse
cution. It is the least we can do for this suffer
ing people who desire nothing more than to 
worship freely according to their conscience. 

THE CHANGING WATER DEBATE 

HON. GEORGE MILLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, it is 

an old Western saw that "whiskey is for drink
ing and water is for fighting over." 

The Members of this body are well aware of 
that truth about water. This floor has seen 
some of the most bitter, most prolonged and 
most contentious of its debates in the last 1 0 
years over the issue of water. 

In California, our geographic distinctions 
have bred differing perspectives on the ques
tions of water development, usage, and pric
ing. As time passed and the competition for 
dwindling resources increased-and as un
foreseen problems like toxic drainage arose
the debate grew in pitch and intensity. 

Yet I believe, as the chairman of the Sub
committee on Water and Power Resources 
and as a member whose district is deeply af
fected by water decisions we make in Wash
ington, that we are building bridges to a more 
constructive and less polarized water policy 
for the future. Our delegation has worked on a 
more cooperative and more unified basis in 
recent years because we have all recognized 
the need for a water policy that is fiscally re
sponsible and environmentally sound. 

To many, however, water policy remains ex
traordinarily complex. That is why Peter Milius 
of the Washington Post has accomplished 
such an admirable feat: explaining briefly and 
cogently the political and environmental 
issues at stake in the continuing debate about 
the future of water policy. 

I commend his recent column to all Mem
bers of the Congress: 

CALIFORNIA WATER FIGHT 

California has a ninth of the nation's pop
ulation and, in dollar terms, produces more 
than an eighth of the crops. The people and 
agriculture both need vast amounts of 
water, but are concentrated in the drier 
parts of the state-from San Francisco 
south-where there are only three impor
tant sources of the precious product. 

The first is an uneven supply of ground
water, already heavily mined. 

The second is the Colorado River along 
the state's southeastern border-but Cali
fornia's share of this is also about to decline 
as Arizona and up-river states begin to take 
their full entitlements. 
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The third is the system of lesser rivers 

that arise in the state's eastern mountains 
and come together in San Francisco Bay. 

Over the years the state and federal gov
ernments have greatly developed this third 
source, and it now is one of the most ambi
tious water storage and diversion projects in 
the world. Upstream are dams whose func
tion is to spread the water over time, cap
turing excess flow in wet months for release 
in dry. In the flatlands are two aqueducts
government rivers-to move the water to 
unaccustomed places. Some is used to irri
gate the broad desert valley down the center 
of the state. The rest is pumped over an in
tervening mountain range-a trifle in a 
project such as this-to support the civiliza
tion along the southern coast whose center 
and symbol is Los Angeles. 

Now this third supply is also tightening. 
Population growth is one of the reasons, but 
the major tension is between environmental 
groups and agricultural interests. The envi
ronmentalists say that too much water is 
being diverted from the Bay-Delta area, a 
bog about the size of Rhode Island just east 
of San Francisco where the mountain rivers 
intertwine, then flow to the sea. The Delta 
is itself a prosperous farming area whose 
shallows and marshes double as important 
breeding grounds for plant and animal life, 
including several leading Pacific fisheries. 

The water that envelops and supports all 
this activity is a particular mix of fresh and 
salt. When the state and federal govern
ments flick on the pumps to move water 
south, they reduce the flow of fresh, letting 
salt spread inland. Farming and natural life 
are both adversely affected; the bay is not 
properly flushed; and as a political proposi
tion, the interests of the wet northern part 
of the state are partly sacrificed to the dry, 
hundreds of miles away. 

The critics would restore a more natural 
balance by recovering some of the water 
that now goes to agriculture, the larger 
farmers in the Central Valley particularly. 
They say the farmers could easily withstand 
the loss if only they could be made to con
serve; five-sixths of the water in the state 
now goes to agriculture, and much of it is 
wastefully applied, in part because it is so 
cheap. The environmentalists point out that 
part of agriculture's share of the subsidized 
water is used to produce crops that must 
then be further subsidized because they are 
in oversupply-the water is used to grow 
things for which there is an insufficient 
market. The redistributionists also note 
that agricultm:e compounds the environ
mental problem by contaminating the ex
cessive amount of water it consumes. 

The Central Valley is the most dramatic 
example of this, as well as of the broader 
proposition that man only solves one prob
lem in nature by creating another, equal 
and opposite. The government engineers 
knew that they would face a drainage prob
lem in some parts of the valley if they trans
ported large amounts of water there. Their 
cheerful solution was to propose still more 
construction, of a massive drain to take the 
water back north to the Delta after it had 
been used. The Delta's defenders resisted, 
for fear the used water would be contami
nated by agricultural chemicals and the 
salts in the valley soil, and the half-built 
drain was allowed to empty into the marshy 
Kesterson wildlife refuge instead. Then 
birds at Kesterson began to be born de
formed <stunted wings, twisted beaks, single 
eyes), apparently because the effluent con
tained too much of the element selenium. 
Now the drain has been closed, and no one 
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knows quite what to do. Other water from 
the aqueducts is filtered through the valley 
soil into the San Joaquin River, which car
ries it back north to the Delta-whence 
some is promptly pumped south again. The 
valley is stewing in its own salts. 

The environmental groups can imagine 
three ways of prying more water away from 
the farmers. The first is by fiat: the state is 
now studying how much water to require be 
reserved for the Delta on environmental 
grounds before the pumps can be turned on. 
A second is to raise the price <which is to 
say, lower the subsidy) of the government 
water, on the theory that a price increase 
will inspire healthy conservation just as it 
did with that equally basic commodity, oil, 
in the 1970s. A related third idea is to create 
a market in water so that urban and other 
users could buy it away from the farmers. 
The urban areas in Southern California are 
now trying to buy some water away from 
the farmers in the Imperial Valley; they are 
offering to line the irrigation ditches there 
in return for the water that would save. The 
farmers are holding out; they want the 
cities to pay for the water as well as the 
ditches. 

But sooner or later they will strike a bar
gain. In California and the rest of the arid 
West, the politics and economics of water 
both are changing. The government's old 
easy-water policies may have made good 
sense when the state was empty, and the 
object was to grow. A tighter regimen is 
coming now that the reverse is true. 

A CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO 
ARTHUR STANLEY SBISA 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to bring to my colleagues' attention the long 
and distinguished career of an outstanding cit
izen in my area, Mr. Arthur Stanley Sbisa. 
Arthur will be honored for his 31 years of 
service as a faithful postal employee at a 
breakfast meeting on the North Redondo 
Beach Business Association [NRBBA] on 
June 9, 1988. This auspicious occasion gives 
me an opportunity to express my appreciation 
for his dedicated service to his community. 

Mr. Sbisa began his career with the U.S. 
Postal Service in 1957, and has served the 
people of his community with dedication ever 
since. He will be greatly missed by all upon 
his retirement this month. 

While dedicated to a career with the U.S. 
Post Office, Arthur has given an enormous 
amount of his time and energy to various civic 
duties. He has volunteered as a foster father 
with the Los Angeles County Foster Parent 
Program for the past 23 years. His service to 
the many young people whom he has helped 
is an inspiration to us all. 

It gives me great pleasure to recognize and 
pay tribute to Arthur Stanley Sbisa on the oc
casion of his retirement from a long career of 
postal service to his community. Clearly, 
Stan's accomplishments highlight the truly re
markable contribution he has made during his 
long and distinguished career. My wife, Lee, 
and I would like to extend our gratitude to 
Arthur for his civic spirit and contributions to 
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our community, and wish him all the best in 
the years ahead. 

VLADIMIR AND ASYA KNOKH 

HON. JOHN MILLER 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. Speaker, 

with the conclusion of the summit in Moscow, 
1 want to remind us of the continued abuse of 
human rights in the Soviet Union. I can think 
of no better way than raising an individual 
emigration case-indicati~e ~f t~e still wi~e
spread denial of free em1grat1on 1n the Sov1et 
Union. 

When I was in the Soviet Union in January I 
met with a variety of refusniks, including Vladi
mir and Asya Knokh. The Knokhs have been 
attempting to emigrate since 1975. Mr. Knokh 
is a radio engineer and has been repeatedly 
refused an exit visa on the grounds of state 
security. After first applying to emigrate, Mr. 
Knokh was fired from his job and was out of 
work for 9 months. Since that time he has not 
been allowed to work in this field and has 
been subjected to harassment by the Soviet 
authorities. On August 30, 1977, Vladimir was 
summoned by the KGB for interrogation on 
his activities and as a witness in the case of 
Natan Scharansky. Mr. Knokh filed a com
plaint stating that his treatment and question
ing by the KGB was not in accordance with 
the Russian Republic's Code of Criminal Pro
cedure. But later that fall, Mr. Knokh's apart
ment was searched by KGB agents and sev
eral of his tapes of Jewish music were confis
cated. 

During the summit, we continued to hear 
some encouraging words by General Secre
tary Gorbachev. But the time for words is 
over; now we await action to fulfill those 
words. We wait for the Soviets to treat people 
such as the Knokhs with basic human dignity 
and to respect their fundamental rights. Until 
that time, we will continue to speak out for 
Vladimir and Asya Knokh and for all the rest 
whose basic rights are being trampled in the 
Soviet Union. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JACK BUECHNER 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to explain my absence for the votes taken on 
June 1, 1988. Had I been present, I would 
have voted "nay" on rollcall No. 159, the con
ference report to H.R. 1212, the Employee 
Polygraph Protection Act. I would have voted 
"yea" on rollcall No. 160, the Walker amend
ment as amended by Kildee to H.R. 1801, the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act, and "yea" to final passage of H.R. 1801, 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act. Due to the incorporation ceremonies 
of the newest and one of the largest cities in 
my district, I was unable to be present for 
these votes. 
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ZUNI SETTLEMENT FUND ACT 

OF 1988 

HON. BILL RICHARDSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I am very 

pleased to introduce the Zuni Settlement Fund 
Act of 1988. This bill will settle out of court 
two lawsuits of the Zuni Tribe against the 
United States for allegedly causing, through 
acts or omissions of the United States, envi
ronmental damage to the Zuni Indian Reser
vation in the State of New Mexico. 

This settlement is unique in that it provides 
that the money received by the Zuni Tribe in 
the compromise of claims will be used for 
land conservation projects under the control 
and direction of the tribe. The bill provides for 
the money to be put into a trust fund, while 
only the interest on the fund can be spent 
pursuant to a Zuni Reservation restoration 
plan to be jointly agreed upon by the Depart
ment of the Interior and the Zuni Tribe. 

Instead of spending more valuable time and 
money on trying to determine ultimate respon
sibility for the damages to the Zuni Reserva
tion in the Court of Claims, the Zuni Tribe and 
the Department of the Interior will work to
gether at solving continuing erosion problems. 
By concentrating on the causes of the 
damage and the remedial measures, both the 
Zuni and the United States will be enabled to 
prevent further wasting of Zuni Reservation 
natural resources. 

The Zuni people and the residents of the 
State of New Mexico will be the great benefi
ciaries of this far-sighted settlement. I wish to 
personally congratulate and thank the Gover
nor of the Zuni Pueblo, the superintendent of 
the Zuni Agency and the Albuquerque Area 
Director of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, in 
seeing beyond the flurry of litigation to the 
extent that they were able to work out a com
promise which will be of lasting value to future 
generations. The envirionmental concerns 
which have plagued the Southwest for the 
past 1 00 years are squarely addressed. 

We envision the Zuni people themselves 
being the key to the future success of 
damage control on the reservation. This bill 
will enable labor intensive projects or reseed
ing and reforestation of the watershed areas 
to be funded in perpetuity. The building of 
check dams and other erosion control meas
ures will be closely monitored and supervised 
with technical expertise provided by the Zuni 
Tribe and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The 
genius of the Zuni Settlement Fund Act of 
1988 is providing a special fund which will 
allow the Zuni Tribe to take a proactive roll in 
protecting the environment of the Zuni Reser
vation on a perpetual basis, instead of spend
ing the claims money on per capita payments 
or other tribal programs which have no rel
evance to the issues addressed by the litiga
tion. 

This is an important milestone in the history 
of the Zuni Reservation which will allow the 
Zuni people to play the leading role in the res
toration and conservation of their reservation 
resources. The cooperation of the United 
States and the Zuni Indian Tribe in working to 
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protect the natural beauty and productivity of 
the Zuni Reservation is to be highly praised. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues to join 
me in supporting this legislation. 

CONGRESSIONAL CALL TO CON
SCIENCE VIGIL FOR SOVIET 
JEWS 

HON. JIM LEACH 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, as a par

ticipant in the Congressional Call to Con
science Vigil for Soviet Jews, I would like to 
bring to the attention of my colleagues the 
plight of losef and Olga Latinsky and their 
daughter Anna. 

Since 1979, the Latinsky's have been seek
ing permission to leave the Soviet Union. 
However, Soviet authorities have refused to 
grant them visas and their quest for freedom 
has resulted in great personal hardship to the 
family. Both losef and Olga have lost their 
jobs and have had difficulties at various times 
obtaining the necessary waivers from family 
members for their visa applications. Most re
cently, the Soviets have turned down their re
quest for a visa citing insufficient kinship as 
the basis for doing so. losef and Olga also 
served brief prison terms for demonstrating, 
for making public their convictions. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that Soviet au
thorities will reconsider their refusal to permit 
the emigration of the Latinsky's and will allow 
them to leave the Soviet Union. Although 
there has been recent improvement in the 
numbers of those from the Jewish community 
who have been allowed to emigrate, it is ap
parent, as the Latinsky case demonstrates, 
that the Soviets have a long way to go to be 
in compliance with their obligations under 
international law. 

At a time when serious efforts are underway 
to improve bilateral United States-Soviet rela
tions in such areas as arms control, it is cru
cial that progress be made on the humanitari
an front as well. A positive response by Soviet 
authorities to the Latinsky's request to leave 
the Soviet Union, and to the desire of others 
in the Jewish community for greater religious 
freedom, family reunification, and related 
human rights concerns, will go far in promot
ing an improved United States-Soviet relation
ship. 

GIVING CHILDREN PRIORITY; 
INVESTING IN CHILD CARE 

HON. GEORGE MILLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, over 

the past 4 years, the Select Committee on 
Children, Youth, and Families, which I chair, 
has heard from families in the inner cities and 
families in the suburbs on the need for a Fed
eral response to the child care crisis. 

The facts speak for themselves: 
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More than half of all preschool and school

age children have mothers who work outside 
the home. 

Nearly three-quarters of mothers who work 
report that their incomes are vital to their fami
ly's economic security. 

The shortage of child care presents a major 
obstacle to welfare mothers who want to work 
and teenage mothers who wish to return to 
school. 

The select committee has also documented 
that quality child care benefits children as well 
as working parents. Child care programs that 
pay attention to early childhood develop
ment-programs similar to Head Start-great
ly enhance a child's later academic perform
ance. 

Mr. Speaker, as we in Congress prepare to 
consider the various child care initiatives 
before us, I urge my colleagues to consider 
the words of William Raspberry of the Wash
ington Post. 

The information follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Wednesday, 
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CHILD CARE-FOR ALL CHILDREN 

<By William Raspberry) 
Child care in America is a consensus in 

search of a policy. 
Whether the question is equality between 

the races and the sexes or welfare/workfare 
reform, the flood of middle-class women 
into the work force or adolescent parenting, 
economic competitiveness or functional illit
eracy, a part of the answer is likely to be: 
child care. 

Except for a handful of conservatives who 
see tax-supported day care as an intrusion 
into the inner sanctum of the family, and a 
smaller number of futurist philosophers 
who doubt the wisdom of pushing women 
out of the home in pursuit of full employ
ment, there is a growing consensus that 
child care is a critical element in addressing 
America's economic and educational woes. 

But the move toward consensus has come 
in such herky-jerky, differently motivated 
surges that we have neglected to spell out 
what we want child care to produce or how 
best to achieve it. 

The women's movement sees the ready 
availability of day care as crucial to the 
problem of sexual equity. As long as women 
are expected to see to the care of their chil
dren and produce family income, they 
cannot hope to achieve on-the-job equality. 

With black women even more likely than 
their white counterparts to be primary 
breadwinners, day care has emerged as an 
important civil rights issue. 

The growing proportion of teen-age moth
ers and the difficulty of moving poor moth
ers from the welfare rolls to economic self
sufficiency have made day care a key ele
ment in nearly every welfare reform propos
al. There are even calls for making day care 
a sort of cottage industry, providing employ
ment for some welfare mothers while free
ing others to go to work. 

Predictions of a labor-short American 
future have some of us looking for ways to 
bring more mothers into the work force <al
ready more than half of all preschool and 
school-age children have mothers who work 
outside the home>. And others, like Julie 
Mabus, whose husband, Ray, is governor of 
Mississippi, have focused on the link be
tween inadequate day care and adult illiter
acy. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
But we remain a long way from fashioning 

a policy designed to meet the requirements 
of the disparate groups demanding day care. 

"Having allowed American child care to be 
shaped by market forces and the ability to 
pay," says Lisbeth Schorr in her new book, 
"Within Our Reach," "we now have a grab 
bag of arrangements in which the children 
at highest risk are least likely to get the 
kind of child care that could reduce the 
chances of adverse outcomes." 

Minnestoa's lieutenant governor, Marlene 
Johnson, having spent three weeks last fall 
studying child care in Sweden, is calling for 
the development of a child care policy that 
"would allow our society to understand its 
responsibilities to our children and to guide 
our discussion about program development, 
employment practices and the general needs 
of children." 

Her model: the Swedish system, which 
"reflects a commitment to teaching children 
family values and giving children the sense 
of being nurtured." 

The best child care, whether provided pri
vate homes, public housing facilities, work 
sites or government-run centers, would do a 
good deal more than simply provide afford
able baby-sitting. It is already true <though 
not yet recognized in public policy) that kin
dergarten is too late for children from low
income families to start catching up to their 
middle-class counterparts. Widely available 
child care facilities with a strong preschool 
intellectual development component-along 
the lines of Project Head Start-could go a 
long way toward closing that gap. 

Minnesota's Marlene Johnson says she 
was "impressed and inspired by the Swedish 
child care system, not because it is perfect 
or because we can replicate it here, but 
rather because it is a system that reflects a 
society willing to make children a priori
ty ... . 

"In Sweden, the care of children whose 
parents work or attend school is recognized 
to be an important responsibility of socie
ty." 

The American public, after decades of am
bivalence regarding publicly supported child 
care, may be lurching toward a similar view. 

Indeed, early childhood development is so 
crucial to subsequent academic success that 
education-based child care centers ought to 
be an option for all children, even those 
whose mothers are at home. 

THE CIVIL AIR PATROL 

HON. JAMES M. INHOFE 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, today I would 

like to pay tribute to the Civil Air Patrol, a 
group of patriotic and dedicated Americans. 
These dedicated people flew 17,787 hours 
last year and were credited with saving 1 08 
lives. In addition to search and rescue mis
sions, the Civil Air Patrol [CAP] provides as
sistance to forest firefighting crews, helps 
standed and isolated people during blizzards 
and floods, and transports live tissue and 
organs for transplants. 

In 1985, CAP entered into an agreement 
with the U.S. Air Force and the Customs Serv
ice to support the Government's drug interdic
tion effort by performing air surveillance re
connaissance flights along the borders of the 
United States. About 1,1 00 CAP members 
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have been trained in the Customs drug mis
sion, and they now fly about half of the Cus
toms Service surveillance/patrol flying hours. 

Another mission performed by CAP is to 
maintain a reliable, nationwide point-to-point 
ground and air mobile radio capability. This 
network provides vital communications sup
port to local, State, and Federal agencies 
during disaster relief, search and rescue, and 
other emergency situations. 

The Civil Air Patrol also pays an increasing
ly important role in getting young people in
volved in flying. Last year, CAP spent $33,000 
on solo flight training and orientation flights for 
cadets: $8,000 for 53 solo flight scholarships 
to pay for ground school and flight training 
leading to solo qualification; and $25,000 to 
partially fund the orientation flight program 
conducted at the wing and unit level. CAP's 
52 wings and overseas units provided 6,691 
cadets their first flight experience and 7,713 
cadets were provided flights number two and 
three in the ongoing 6-flight series. 

By exposing more young people to the fun 
and fascination of flight, the CAP cadet pro
gram helps attract and train the pilots of to
morrow. This program not only assures the 
continued health and capability of CAP, it 
could also be a major resource in meeting the 
increasing demand for pilots in the commer
cial airline industry as our air transportation 
system continues to grow. 

The Civil Air Patrol was established 6 days 
before Pearl Harbor was bombed in 1941. 
Congress granted it a charter in 1946 in rec
ognition of its major contributions during the 
war, and later gave it the status of civilian 
auxiliary of the Air Force. It plays continuing 
and vital role in serving and protecting our 
Nation, and fully merits the support of the U.S. 
Congress and the American people. 

FRANK KNOREK HONORED BY 
NANTICOKE CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 
in tribute to a man who will be honored for his 
lifetime of community service by the Nanti
coke Chamber of Commerce. Mr. Frank 
Knorek will be honored at a testimonial dinner 
held on his behalf on Sunday, and I am 
pleased to join the chamber of commerce in 
honoring this fine public-spirited gentleman. 

The son of Polish immigrants, Frank Knorek 
was born in the Wyoming Valley of northeast
ern Pennsylvania and has lived his entire life 
there. A lifelong resident of Sheatown, he at
tended Newport High School and King's Col
lege before establishing his own insurance 
business. He has served as the president of 
many civic organizations, including the Nanti
coke Chamber of Commerce, the Newport 
Chapter of the American Red Cross, the Nan
ticoke Lions, the Nanticoke State General 
Hospital, the Nanticoke Knights of Columbus, 
and the Wyoming Valley Country Club. Mr. 
Knorek is a charter member of the King's Col
lege Century Club and President's Club, and 
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has served as a member of the Holy Name 
Society and trustee of the Holy Trinity Church. 

Although Frank and his late wife Theresa 
had no children of their own, they cared about 
every child in Nanticoke as if it were theirs. 
My father knew Frank well when he served as 
solicitor for Nanticoke and he passed along to 
me some good advice; whenever Nanticoke 
really needed help, speak to Frank Knorek. 
After the flood of 1972, the major services of 
the city of Nanticoke were restored, and the 
facilities were repaired. But there was no 
money left for Christmas decorations. Mr. 
Knorek contributed half of the cost of the 
decorations on one condition: That no one 
knew he made the contribution. Later when 
the city was planning to buy a building to ren
ovate as a center for senior citizens, Mr. 
Knorek bought the option for the benefit of 
the city, again on the condition that no one 
know. He did not want to draw attention to 
himself. I hope Frank will forgive me for shar
ing this information now, but the chamber of 
commerce seems to have caught on to his 
many good deeds, and I think it is a little late 
to avoid drawing attention to the community 
service of Frank Knorek. 

Frank Knorek is one of the finest citizens 
the city of Nanticoke has ever produced, and I 
am proud to join the Nanticoke Chamber of 
Commerce in honoring him for his many dec
ades of devoted service to our community. 

STATUS OF MFO PEACEKEEPING 
FORCE IN THE SINAI 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, in late April, 

pursuant to Public Law 97-132, the Depart
ment of State submitted a report of the status 
of the multinational force and observes [MFO] 
peacekeeping force in the Sinai and United 
States participation in that organization. 

I would like to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues some correspondence I had with 
the Department of State regarding that report 
and its conclusions concerning the forced 
300-person cut in MFO personnel in the field 
due to budget reductions. The MFO remains 
an important peacekeekping and peacemak
ing force and its continued viability is crucial. 

The Secretary of State's letter which ac
companied the April report as well as the ex
change of letters with the Department of State 
follow. The report remains in Committee of 
Foreign Affairs files: 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, April26, 1988. 

Hon. JAMES C. WRIGHT, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: In accordance with 
Public Law 97-132, I am submitting to you 
the seventh report on the activities of the 
Multinational Force and Observers <MFO > 
and certain financial information concern
ing United States Government participation 
in that organization. 

The MFO assumed its responsibilities 
when Israel withdrew from the Sinai on 
April 25, 1982. This report covers the period 
from January 16, 1987 to January 15, 1988. 
The MFO continues to enjoy the full coop-
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eration of Egypt and Israel in the exempla
ry performance of its mission. 

The report highlights U.S. involvement in 
the MFO both as a participant, supplying 
troops and civilian observers, and as a finan
cial contributor. The MFO is unique in that 
it is the only peacekeeping organization 
whose beneficiaries provide the bulk of its 
operating expenses. Israel and Egypt each 
contribute one-third of its costs, while the 
United States has undertaken to provide the 
final one-third. <The U.S. contribution and 
the MFO budget are discussed in the Con
gressional Presentation Documents on Secu
rity Assistance Programs for FY -1989.) You 
will also note that the Department of De
fense <DOD> continues to provide the MFO 
with extensive logistical support on a reim
bursable basis. In FY-1987, the MFO pur
chased more than four million dollars worth 
of equipment, spare parts and food from the 
DOD. The Department of the Army, which 
is the DOD executive agent for matters in
volving the MFO, consults regularly with 
the MFO on logistic problems in an effort to 
help it obtain its requirements promptly at 
prices consistent with applicable legislation 
and agreements. 

During this reporting period the MFO 
reached an out-of-court settlement with 
Arrow Air and Arrow Air's insurers, ending 
more than one and one-half years of com
plex litigation arising out of the December 
1985 crash of an Arrow Air DC-8 which 
killed 248 U.S. soldiers at Gander, New
foundland. The litigation, initiated by a 
claim flied by Arrow Air's insurers, con
fronted the MFO with a potential unfunded 
liability to Arrow Air of approximately $135 
million. In June 1987 the claim was settled 
resulting in the termination of all litigation 
and arbitration matters relating to the 
Arrow claim and payment to the MFO of 
$10 million. The MFO expects to apply the 
$10 million toward reimbursement of the 
U.S. Government for certain statutory costs 
incurred as a result of the death or disable
ment of U.S. service personnel, which are 
attributable to their service with the MFO. 

At the annual trilateral budget conference 
in December, the MFO Director General an
nounced that, due to funding constraints 
brought on by reduced funding levels, he 
would be reducing the MFO's annual oper
ating budget to slightly more than $73 Inil
lion. He indicated the reduced amounts 
would be adequate for FY -1988 operations, 
but would, in FY -1989, require reducing the 
overall size if the MFO force in the Sinai by 
300 troops. Although the proposed reduc
tions are not expected to materially affect 
the ability of the MFO to carry out its mis
sion, the MFO feels that further reductions 
would require a fundamental change in its 
concept of operations. 

Both Egypt and Israel remain firmly com
mitted to the peace treaty and continue to 
rely on the MFO to provide a neutral securi
ty presence and channel through which 
they can discuss a range of bilateral issues 
on a regular basis. In addition to regular dis
cussions, Israel and Egypt concluded negoti
ations to reach an agreement on arbitration 
of the Taba dispute. The arbitral proceed
ings are currently under way in Geneva and 
the MFO observation post, established to 
provide an interim presence in Taba during 
the arbitration process, continues to func
tion without incident. While on occasion, in 
the broad context of relations between 
Israel and Egypt some treaty-related issues 
do arise, in more than five years of MFO op
erations there have been none which could 
not be resolved within the system estab
lished for that purpose. 
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Ten nations <Canada, Colombia, Fiji, 

France, Italy, the Netherlands, New Zea
land, the United Kingdom, the United 
States, and Uruguay) continue to partici
pate in the MFO and are expected to do so 
for the foreseeable future. The routine re
newal of expiring participation agreeements 
is an indication of the credibility the MFO 
has achieved as an international peacekeep
ing organization. It is, however, the effort 
that both Israel and Egypt put into making 
the Treaty work and their willingness to use 
the MFO as a forum to discuss differences 
in a cooperative and constructive manner, 
whfch has enabled the orgariization to con
tinue to perform its mission with such quiet 
efficiency. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE P. SHULTZ. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, May 18, 1988. 
Hon. GEORGE P. SHULTZ, 
Secretary, Department of State, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I write with respect 

to the seventh report on the activities of the 
Multinational Force and Observers <MFO>, 
submitted by you to the Congress on April 
26, 1988. 

I note particularly the conclusions that 
the budget reductions are forcing a 300-
person cut in MFO personnel in the field. I 
would appreciate your response to the fol
lowing questions: 

Were other methods of cost reduction for 
the MFO in fiscal year 1989 considered, 
other than the proposed reduction of a total 
of 300 troops from the Colombia, Fiji, and 
United States infantry battalions? 

What are the implications of these reduc
tions for MFO operations? 

Your report details the reaction of the 
Government of Israel to the proposed re
duction in the size of the MFO. What was 
the reaction of the Government of Egypt to 
the proposed reduction in the size of the 
MFO? 

Given the shortfalls in recent funding for 
the MFO, are you seeking at this time any 
involvement of the United Nations in cover
ing costs or providing personnel for the 
MFO? 

Given the shortfalls in recent funding, do 
you plan further reconfigurations in the 
structure of the MFO? 

What would be the implications of further 
such cuts in future years on MFO oper
ations? 

Given the MFO's clear record of success, 
how long do you believe the mission of the 
MFO will be necessary? 

Your prompt attention to these questions 
is greatly appreciated and I look forward to 
your response. 

With best regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Europe and the Middle East. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, June 1, 1988. 

Hon. LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Europe and the 

Middle East, House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The following re

sponses are provided in reply to questions 
regarding the seventh report on the activi
ties of the Multinational Force and Observ
ers <MFO>, contained in your letter of May 
18, 1988: 
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Question. Were other methods of cost re

duction for the MFO in fiscal year 1989 con
sidered, other than the proposed reduction 
of a total of 300 troops from the Colombia, 
Fiji, and United States infantry battalions? 

Answer. By emphasizing management effi
ciencies, the MFO has been able to bring op
erating expenses down in the face of infla
tion and a dramatic decline in the value of 
the U.S. dollar. To stay within its FY-1988 
budget the MFO sold excess aircraft en
gines, deferred some capital equipment re
placement and facility maintenance, and re
duced flying hours by ten percent. The 
MFO sought further measures of this 
nature, but now feels that the practical 
limits of savings through management effi
ciency and deferral of maintenance have 
been reached. 

Question. What are the implications of 
these reductions for MFO operations? 

Answer. The MFO indicates that the pro
posed reductions are not expected to materi
ally affect its ability to carry out its mission; 
however, it cautions that further cuts will 
require fundamental change in its concept 
of operations. 

Question. Your report details the reaction 
of the Government of Israel to the proposed 
reduction in the size of the MFO. What was 
the reaction of the government of Egypt to 
the proposed reduction in the size of the 
MFO? 

Answer. Both Egypt and Israel have indi
cated that they are satisfied with the MFO 
as it is currently operating. The Govern
ment of Egypt accepts the FY-1989 reduc
tions proposed by the MFO as a realistic 
and appropriate response to the anticipated 
financial situation. 

Question. Given the shortfalls in recent 
funding for the MFO, are you seeking at 
this time any involvement of the United Na
tions in covering costs or providing person
nel for the MFO? 

Answer. The Governments of Israel, 
Egypt and the United States are not cur
rently seeking any United Nations involve
ment with the MFO. The MFO was estab
lished outside of the United Nations frame
work because the United Nations was not 
able to undertake the role envisioned for it 
in the Israeli-Egyptian Peace Treaty. 

Question. Given the shortfalls in recent 
funding, do you plan further reconfigura
tions in the structure of the MFO? 

Answer. The proposed troop reductions 
were carefully calculated to have minimum 
impact on MFO operations. Further budget 
cuts would necessitate larger troop reduc
tions and would require the MFO to change 
its operational concepts. The Israelis have 
indicated that they accept the FY-1989 re
ductions proposed by the MFO; however, 
they consider that the MFO has reached a 
"red line" and further reductions should not 
be considered. 

Question. What would be the implications 
of further such cuts in future years on MFO 
operations? 

Answer. The precedent of force reductions 
driven by financial constraints could put the 
MFO on a "slippery slope" and could ulti
mately have an adverse effect on the ability 
of the MFO to carry out its mission. 

Question. Given the MFO's clear record of 
success, how long do you believe the mission 
of the MFO will be necessary? 

Answer. Both parties strongly support the 
continued presence of the MFO. The MFO 
protocol states "The two Parties may con
sider the possibility of replacing the ar
rangements hereby established with alter
native arrangements by mutual agreement." 
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Both Israel and Egypt have expressed satis
faction with the MFO and the role it is 
playing as they seek ways to improve their 
bilateral relations. Although the Israelis 
accept the force reduction scheduled in FY-
1989, they would prefer the MFO to remain 
unchanged for the foreseeable future. 

Should you have any further question 
concerning activities of the Multinational 
Force and Observers, please do not hesitate 
to contact us. 

Sincerely, 
J. EDWARD Fox, 
Assistant Secretary, 

Legislative Affairs. 

RICKEY KARROLL, AMATEUR 
BARREL RACING CHAMPION 

HON.KENNETHJ.GRAY 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I don't 

often insert material in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD but a special honor was earned by a 
good friend and constituent, Mr. Rickey Karroll 
of Thompsonville, IL, when he won the high
est points in the amateur barrel racing compe
tition in the United States for 1987 with 72 
points on his quarter horse Go Tash Go. 

I am pleased to insert an article from the 
Quarter Horse Journal about the 1 0-State 
travels of Rickey Karroll. 

Go TASH Go-AMATEUR BARREL RACING 
The first time Rickey Karroll of Thomp

sonville, Illinois, rode Go Tash Go was in a 
barrel race. "I had second, but knocked a 
barrel," he said. "After that I bought him." 

Karroll was looking for a horse when he 
happened to go to a show at the Horse 
Palace in Missouri. At the show, Karroll saw 
John and Sheila Ricketts who sell futurity 
colts and aged horses. He had known 
"Tash" through them for a few years, and 
found out that they were willing to sell him. 

Karroll had been showing since 1980, and 
became the lucky owner of Tash, a 1974 
chestnut gelding, in 1986. He said his horse 
is really a proud horse. "He likes to run bar
rels and wants everyone to get out of his 
way so he can run. He is a very gutsy horse, 
he keeps trying and gives it his all." 

Going for the high-point wasn't Karroll's 
intention at first, but being in the top-three 
was definitely a goal. "I didn't think it was 
possible until I had seen the results and I 
was leading. I thought I would see if I could 
continue in the number one spot, and then 
about April, I thought it was possible." 

Karroll admitted that last year was one of 
the greatest, but sadest times in his life. "I 
met several nice and interesting people, but 
also one of my best friends, Leon Dalton, 
was seriously injured at a horse show in 
Louisville, Kentucky. Besides my horse, 
Leon and all the Dalton family are probably 
one of the biggest reasons I won this award. 
Leon took the time to help me with my 
riding before I had Tash. He taught me ev
erything I know about horses." 

Others which Karroll credits much of his 
success to are his family and his girlfriend, 
Becky Gray. 

During his campaign, Karroll has some in
teresting stories to tell, including the time 
when he was trying to make two shows in 
the same day. "On the way, the cable to the 
starter grounded against the transmission 
line. It melted the battery and burnt the 
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transmission line. Eighty dollars and several 
hours later, I was on my way and made the 
show. 

Karroll said he never gave up trying to 
win the high point. He said there were sev
eral people in the running, and he fell sever
al points behind in August and September, 
and was unable to earn any points. "In No
vember, at Evansville, Indiana, I was 15 
points behind, and was able to pick up 11 
points. Then I knew I could do it. Like they 
say it's not over till it's over." 

Last year, the team placed in several 
county fairs in surrounding states. They 
were the winners of amateur barrels at the 
Illinois State Fair, and qualified for the 
World Show in amateur barrels. Tash 
earned his ROM and Superior in amateur 
barrels, too. 

Plans are to show at the World this year. 
Tash and Karroll are qualified in amateur 
barrels and are working toward qualifying 
in the senior division. "I will show him until 
sold," he said. "I have a stallion that I will 
be breeding and showing in 1989." 

The amateur exhibitor said he's not in
volved in many other activities. Showing is 
his main interest. "I put my horses first 
over most things I do." 

REFORMS NEEDED FOR 
STUDENT AID PROGRAMS 

HON. RICHARD K. ARMEY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, today, at the re

quest of the Secretary of Education, I am in
troducing the Department's proposed legisla
tion to addess serious problems in our student 
aid programs. In recent years, there has been 
an alarming increase in the rate of student 
loan defaults, a pattern of apparent exploita
tion of unqualified students by some schools, 
and a continuing lack of accountability for 
educational results on the part of schools par
ticipating in our assistance programs. These 
problems, if not addressed, could threaten the 
integrity and viability of Federal student aid. 
Reform is urgently needed, and I believe that 
the Secretary's well-considered proposals 
should serve as the basis for the discussion of 
this pressing issue in Congress. 

I would like to read for the RECORD the 
Secretary's letter to Speaker WRIGHT explain
ing the need for this legislation and explaining 
its major provisions: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
THE SECRETARY, 

May 5,1988. 
Hon. JAMES C. WRIGHT, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Enclosed for the con
sideration of the Congress is a proposed bill 
entitled the "Student Aid Integrity and Ac
countability Act of 1988.'' Also enclosed is a 
section-by-section analysis explaining the 
proposed amendments. An identical letter 
has been sent to the President of the 
Senate. 

These reforms are urgently needed in 
order to address a number of serious prob
lems that threaten the integrity and viabili
ty of our student aid programs. Such prob
lems include an alarming rate of student 
loan defaults, the exploitation of unquali-
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fied students by some schools, and a lack of 
institutional accountability for educational 
results in the student aid programs. These 
amendments would strengthen the Secre
tary's ability to hold individuals and institu
tions accountable for maintaining the integ
rity of these important programs. Major 
provisions of the proposed bill are high
lighted below. 

REDUCING STUDENT LOAN DEFAULTS 
This year, defaults in the Guaranteed Stu

dent Loan program alone are expected to 
cost taxpayers $1.6 billion. Every means 
available must be used to reduce these de
faults, which endanger the integrity and the 
viability of our student loan programs. The 
bill would remove the current statutory pro
hibition against use of the newly authorized 
rules, such as aggregate loan limits and the 
prohibition against student loan defaulters 
receiving further Federal student assistance. 
To deprive the Government of the ability to 
enforce these statutory rules in the most ef
fective manner is a mistake. The Adminis
tration cannot justify seeking funds for the 
Data System until this prohibition is re
moved. 

In order to prevent defaults by individuals 
who have already demonstrated their lack 
of credit-worthiness, lenders would be re
quired to check the credit histories of all 
Perkins Loan, Income-Contingent Loan 
<ICL>, regular Guaranteed Student Loan 
<GSL>, Parent Loan <PLUS), and Supple
mental Loan <SLS> borrowers over age 21. 
Lenders would be allowed to charge appli
cants up to $25 to cover the cost of such 
credit checks. Borrowers with poor credit 
records would be required to obtain a credit
worthy co-signer. The loan access of stu
dents with little or no credit history, who 
would be the vast majority of applicants, 
would not be affected. 

In order to facilitate loan collection, the 
bill would require a GSL, SLS, ICL, or Per
kins Loan borrower to provide his or her 
driver's license number, and, as part of the 
school's exit interview, the address of his or 
her next-of-kin, his or her expected address 
and the name and address of his or her ex
pected employer after graduation. 

In order to introduce a real incentive for 
lender diligence in GSL collection and de
fault prevention, the bill would reduce a 
lender's insurance level from 100 to 90 per
cent. Lenders would thus bear a small share 
of ·the financial responsibility for meeting 
the cost of defaults. Several Federal loan 
guarantee programs already include such a 
risk-sharing feature <e.g., FHA> as called for 
by OMB Circular A-70 for all such pro
grams. 

Similarly, in order to stimulate greater de
fault prevention efforts by GSL guarantee 
agencies, the basic level of Federal reinsur
ance would be reduced from 100 to 90 per
cent. Reinsurance coverage would fall to 80 
percent or 70 percent-in place of 90 percent 
or 80 percent under current law-depending 
on an agency's default experience. Also, in 
order to make these reinsurance "default 
trigger" provisions more effective and equi
table, the statutory formula which deter
mines an agency's reimbursement rate 
would be amended (1) to take into account a 
guarantee agency's collections on defaulted 
loans, and < 2 > to apply any reinsurance rate 
reduction to the next entire fiscal year
rather than applying the reduction only to 
the remainder of the year in which the trig
ger level is reached. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
PREVENTING THE EXPLOITATION OF 

UNQUALIFIED STUDENTS 
Recent studies have documented the ex

ploitation of unqualified students, who are 
often admitted through vague "ability to 
benefit" provisions in the statute, by some 
proprietary schools. These students drop 
out at an alarmingly high rate, frequently 
default on their student loans, and other
wise waste Federal grant, loan, and work as
sistance. In order to curtail such abuses, 
this bill would delete the "ability to benefit" 
eligibility provisions, and simply require 
that all student aid recipients possess a high 
school diploma or pass a State-approved 
high school equivalency test. The Higher 
Education Amendments of 1986 added a 
number of provisions intended to limit a 
school's authority to dispense Federal stu
dent aid to non-high school graduates ad
mitted on the basis of "ability to benefit" 
judgments. However, these new require
ments <e.g., "counseling" prior to admission 
and completion of an institutionally pre
scribed remedial education program before 
COill-Pletion of the postsecondary program) 
are clearly prone to manipulation by schools 
and, in our view, will not significantly 
reduce the enrollment of likely dropouts 
and defaulters-a situation that is a disserv
ice to the students themselves as well as the 
taxpayer. 

PREVENTING THE ABUSE OF STUDENT AID 
In order to reduce opportunities for pro

gram abuse, the bill would allow the Secre
tary to limit, suspend, or terminate the par
ticipation of individuals or organizations 
that act as agents of participating schools in 
administering title IV student aid programs 
<such as recruiting or loan collection agents, 
general servicers and consultants> when 
these agents have violated Federal law or 
regulations. The bill would also clarify the 
Secretary's authority to take a short-term 
emergency action to suspend the participa
tion of a school or its agent when Federal 
funds are at risk. 
HOLDING SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES ACCOUNTABLE 

FOR RESULTS 
When schools and colleges benefit from 

and have considerable discretion over the 
use of campus-based Federal student aid, 
they should be expected to be held account
able for providing students a high quality 
education. This bill would tie institutional 
allocations for the Work-Study and Supple
mental Grant programs to institutional suc
cess in meeting various student outcome 
goals. 

These outcome goals, which could include, 
for example, job placement rates, program 
completion rates and student gains on 
standardized academic achievement tests, 
would be set by the institution itself within 
guidelines established by regulation. 
Schools that meet or exceed their objectives 
would be eligible to receive additional funds 
based on relative institutional need. Schools 
that do not fully meet their objectives 
would have their allocations proportionate
ly reduced. This policy would not affect 
other Federal student assistance, such as 
Pell Grants and Guaranteed Student Loans. 

CONCLUSION 
I urge the Congress to give early and fa

vorable consideration to this important leg
islation. The Office of Management and 
Budget advises that there is no objection to 
the submission of this legislation to the 
Congress and that its enactment would be in 
accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. BENNETT. 

June 3, 1988 
MISPERCEPTIONS 

HON. BOB McEWEN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, there are linger

ing misperceptions about the size and scope 
of America's nuclear arsenal. In light of there
cently ratified intermediate nuclear forces 
[INF] agreement, it is important that we under
stand the exact status of our strategic weap
ons. 

In Thursday's Washington Post, syndicated 
columnist Norman Podhoretz detailed a poll 
taken for the committee on the present 
danger by Penn and Schoen Associates. The 
results of the poll are startling. 

Fully 75 percent of all Americans believe 
that the nuclear aresenal of the United States 
has increased over the past 20 years while 
another 11 percent believe it has remained 
the same. These notions come despite the 
fact that, as measured in megatonnage, the 
total yield of our nuclear stockpile has de
clined by three-fourths. 

Mr. Speaker, I'd like to commend Mr. Pod
horetz's column to the attention of my col
leagues: 
Do WE HAVE MoRE NUKES THAN WE HAD 20 

YEARS AGo? GUESS AGAIN 
Question. By how much has the American 

nuclear arsenal increased over the past 20 
years? 

If you recognized this as a trick question
if, that is, you know that the American nu
clear arsenal has become not larger but 
smaller, much smaller, over the past 20 
years-then you are one of the very tiny mi
nority of your fellow countrymen who know 
what they are talking about when they dis
cuss the arms "race" and arms control. 

Thus, in a recent poll taken for the Com
mittee on the Present Danger, Penn and 
Schoen Associates asked a random national 
sample of Americans <not in the tricky form 
I have just used but in straightforward 
terms> whether the total number of nuclear 
weapons in the U.S. arsenal has increased, 
decreased or stayed the same over the past 
20 years. 

Now, the plain fact is that we have 8,000 
fewer nuclear weapons of one kind or an
other today than we had in 1967. Yet an as
tonishing 75 percent of the American people 
believe that the number has increased, and 
another 11 percent labor under the delusion 
that it has stayed the same. 

As against this 86 percent who are igno
rant or misinformed, only 7 percent of the 
American people are aware of the true situ
ation, at least in general terms. And things 
get even worse as we examine the poll a 
little further. 

For example, in addition to being asked 
about numbers, the respondents were ques
tioned about the explosive power of our nu
clear stockpile. On this point, 84 percent 
gave the wrong answers <that it has either 
increased or stayed the same>. while only 4 
percent said correctly that our nuclear arse
nal is less powerful than it was 20 years ago. 

Not even this 4 percent, however, had 
more than a vague idea of how large the de
crease in explosive power has been. In fact, 
when asked about that, not one of the 802 
persons polled, not a single one, picked the 
correct category of "50 percent or more." 
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In other words, practically nobody in 

America realizes that the total yield of our 
nuclear stockpile, as measured in megaton
nage, has declined by about 75 percent-yes, 
75 percent-in the past two decades. 

Nor have arms control agreements had 
anything to do with these reductions. They 
are mainly the result of technological devel
opments that have made nuclear weapons 
more accurate. Furthermore, such develop
ments would ironically have been prevented 
if some arms-control enthusiasts had had 
their way. 

Given the abysmal level of knowledge re
vealed by the Penn-Schoen poll about the 
trends over time, it is less surprising than it 
might otherwise have been to discover that 
very few people in America have an accu

. rate notion of what has happened to our nu-
clear stockpile during the Reagan adminis
tration. 

Here again only 7 percent know that 
under Reagan <and of course without count
ing the weapons that will be eliminated by 
the newly ratified INF Treaty> there has 
been a decrease in the size of our nuclear ar
senal. 

True, the decline under Reagan <about 3 
percent> has been much smaller than was 
registered in the period between 1967 and 
1980. But a decline it stm is, and not the in
crease that nearly two-thirds of the Ameri
can people imagine Reagan has brought us. 

The Penn-Schoen poll did not go into the 
issue of defense spending. But it is a safe 
bet that no more than a comparably minus
cule number of Americans realize that only 
15 percent of the defense budget is devoted 
to nuclear forces. And how many Americans 
understand that even the 50-percent cuts in 
long-range missiles contemplated by the 
proposed START agreement would amount 
to only about 2 percent of the defense 
budget? 

Stop for a minute and consider how it has 
come to pass that so many of us in this 
country are either ignorant or misinformed 
on issues that are literally matters of life 
and death to us all, and that we hear and 
read about almost every day. 

Does the explanation perhaps lie in a lack 
of education? On the contrary. The re
spondents in this poll who went to college 
proved to be more <and on some questions a 
lot more> ignorant or misinformed than 
those who had not enjoyed the benefits of a 
higher education. 

The reason for this discrepancy, I suspect, 
is that the college educated have paid more 
attention to the clamor about nuclear weap
ons that has for so long been fUling the 
American air with distortions and out-right 
lies. By contrast, people who have averted 
their eyes and ears-either because they 
thought they would be unable to under
stand the discussion, or because they found 
it too unpleasant, or because they had more 
interesting things to do-have undergone a 
less thorough course of brainwashing than 
their intellectual "betters." 

Yet even without excessive exposure to 
the relentless campaigns waged in and 
through the media against the arms "race," 
the relatively unschooled have also for the 
most part been left with three flagrantly 
false impressions: that the United States 
has been engaged over the years in a mas
sive buildup of its nuclear forces; that this 
process has escalated to unprecedented 
heights since Ronald Reagan became presi
dent; and that it is one of the main causes 
of the growth in the federal deficit. 

In the face of this egregious Ulustration of 
how hard it is for a simple set of facts to 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
penetrate the mind of the public against the 
will of the media, what becomes of the theo
ries of liberal democracy on which our polit
ical system is built? What, in particular, be
comes of the belief that the truth is bound 
to prevail in a free competition of ideas? 
And what becomes of the Jeffersonian faith 
in the protections that are supposed to be 
afforded by a well-educated citizenry 
against the deceptions of demagogues? 

WE CAN STOP LOOKING FOR A 
COMPETITIVENESS SOLUTION; 
THE ANSWER IS A COMMIT
MENT TO QUALITY 

HON. DON RITIER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. AlTIER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

bring to the attention of my colleagues, the 
following article, "Closing the Quality Gap," by 
David B. Luther, senior vice president and cor
porate director of quality at Corning Glass 
Works. 

Corning is doing an outstanding job promot
ing total quality management, both within and 
outside the company boundaries. Since Cor
ning committed itself to total quality manage
ment, it has rebounded from a position of 
trouble, due to international competition, to a 
position of strength and growth. It went from 
having to almost abandon glass fiber produc
tion, due to Japanese competition, to selling 
glass fibers in Japan and expanding produc
tion. And, all due to a dedication to quality. 

The U.S. Congress and American industry 
can learn a great lesson from Corning Glass 
Works. In his article, Mr. Luther says: 

We have learned that workers, at all levels 
of the organization, are capable of much 
greater contributions than we ever thought 
possible. We have learned that the person 
on the job usually knows more about the 
job and how to improve it than anyone else 
in the organization. We've learned, through 
experience, that the individual, if allowed, 
can be one of the most powerful forces for 
improvement. 

I encourage my colleagues to consider this 
article and the ramifications of having our Na
tion's industries, schools, and Government, 
commit themselves to quality. We can stop 
looking for a competitiveness solution; the 
answer is a commitment to quality. 

The following is Mr. Luther's article: 
CLOSING THE QUALITY GAP 

<By David B. Luther> 
Closing the door of a Honda may be more 

critical to U.S. competitiveness than trade 
deficits, exchange rates, or trade negotia
tions. 

The sound of a Honda door closing is a 
function of quality. It sells Hondas. For 
many buyers, the sound is as important as 
the price. 

Achieving high quality is not a trade defi
cit issue or even a political issue. It's a work 
issue, entirely within our control. 

It's much tougher than a political issue, 
because of the change implied for all of the 
individuals involved. But if we can tackle 
the work issue, then we can solve a large 
part of the trade balance problem. 

The flow of wealth from America to the 
Pacific rim has become a popular cover 
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story subject and topic of Washington con
versation. Competitiveness, trade deficits, 
exchange rates, and trade negotiations 
dominate the discussion. Some see in the 
issue the decline of America as an economic 
leader. 

The trade imbalance is also a cause of con
cern in many companies, which wrestle with 
the implications of lost markets. In the last 
five years, the United States has lost shares 
in both foreign and domestic markets. The 
loss of domestic markets alone accounts for 
two-thirds of the $169-bUlion trade deficit. 

A casual observer could conclude that un
fairness is the cause when offshore compa
nies make a profit selling in America while 
American companies cannot do the same. 
Restricted mar', 9ts, agreement violations, 
and dumping are all charges suggesting that 
we do not have a "level playing field." 

The second conclusion an observer might 
reach is that the answer must be a political 
one. Certainly exchange rate stability, tar
iffs, and voluntary quotas are the stuff of 
legislatures and politicians. When activity 
does occur, the focus is political, whether it 
is Congress threatening protective tariffs or 
the president in private conversation with 
Prime Minister Nakasone. The trade prob
lem seems so large that it can only be solved 
by governments. 

This is partly correct. There are some 
unfair practices occurring, and there are a 
number of political actions that could have 
a major impact. 

But government action will not be 
enough, no matter how optimistically one 
views it. A private sector response is also 
needed if we are to make the necessary 
changes. 

Much of the trade problem has occurred 
simply because offshore companies have 
done a great job. Manufacturers in Japan 
and Korea and Singapore have paid atten
tion to what the U.S. consumer wants, and 
in meeting those desires they have focused 
on detail, reliability, and quality. Offshore 
companies have demonstrated hundreds of 
times, in dozens of products and service 
areas, that quality products can be made 
and sold profitably. 

They have also demonstrated that atten
tion to detail and quality can be achieved at 
levels that American companies have long 
considered impossible, or at least impracti
cal. Time and again, foreign manufacturers 
have been able to supply a well-designed 
product that does what it is supposed to do, 
reliably, and continues to do so for a long 
time. 

The fact that American work must be 
done differently is not news for most U.S.
based com~:anies. The quietest of industrial 
revolutions has begun; more and more com
panies are making the changes required to 
compete on the basis of quality. Ford, IBM, 
Xerox, CaterpUlar, and many other firms 
have made the attainment of quality a key 
strategic objective. 

Coming is another. Our 28,000 employees 
worldwide have been taught to strive for 
error-free work, to spend more time pre
venting problems than solving them, and, 
most important, to know what their custom
ers want and then meet those requirements, 
on time, every time. The concepts are easy 
to agree to, if sometimes difficult to follow. 

Coming is not particularly unique in its 
approach. Phil Crosby first made the con
cept popularly known in his book Quality Is 
Free. Many companies, having adopted some 
form of Crosby's principles, are making 
major changes in their products, services, 
and the very way they do business. 
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The lessons we have learned at Coming 

imply a partial answer to the trade problem. 
We have learned that workers, at all levels 

of the organization, are capable of a much 
greater contribution than we ever thought 
possible. This was especially surprising to us 
because we prided ourselves on our progres
sive human-resource practices. But, as a 
result of changing expectations, we learned 
that people are willing and able to take on 
tasks that had previously been reserved for 
technical or administrative staff. 

We have learned that the person on the 
job u8ually knows more about that job and 
how to improve it than anyone else in the 
organization. We've learned, through expe
rience, that the individual, if allowed, can be 
one of the most powerful forces for im
provement. 

One example is a young man whose job it 
is to silk-screen the measuring marks on 
glass laboratory vessels, such as beakers and 
flasks. Coming has been producing and silk
screening laboratory glassware for many 
years and thought the process pretty well 
defined. The young man, after performing 
the job for some time, decided he could im
prove the process. In fact, with his boss' en
couragement, he designed and built a new 
machine in his basement. The machine was 
brought into the factory and is now used in 
production. 

The result is increased capacity and a 38 
percent reduction in setup time <the time 
required to change from one product to an
other>. Before the advent of quality, this 
could not have happened. We would not 
have believed that a worker with a high 
school education was capable of such a feat, 
nor would we have encouraged him to try. 

A second example involves the catalytic 
converter used to remove pollutants from 
automobile exhausts. Coming invented and 
developed the product, sold the concept to 
Detroit, and built a plant to manufacture it. 
A short time later, Japanese competition 
supplied a better product at an attractive 
price. 

Threatened by the loss of Detroit's busi
ness and 1,000 jobs, a determined Coming 
plant manager led a rigorous quality drive, 
reducing the error rate to 30 defects per mil
lion pieces made. This averages out to about 
one mistake per person every six weeks. As a 
result, we currently have the U.S. business 
and we now sell to Japanese automobile 
manufacturers. 

People can indeed perform, if manage
ment provides the environment that allows 
them to. They can even make products good 
enough to export to Japan. 

Another lesson we've learned is that 
people really want to do a good job. People 
don't want to go home at the end of the day 
feeling that they have not performed well. 

In our environment, training is an impor
tant part of quality. Our target is to spend 
five percent of time worked on training, and 
in some cases people think we still are not 
doing enough. In a local glass-tubing plant 
the workers in one area were distressed by 
losses that were occurring because people 
new to their department received no specific 
training about the operation. 

A team of production workers designed a 
training program, piloted it, and then got 
union and management agreement that the 
training be mandatory for anyone joining 
the department. The program included a 
video, classroom training, on-the-job train
ing, and a skills-certification process. The 
people in this plant not only want to do a 
good job themselves, they want their fellow 
workers to do a good job as well. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The most popular examples are from fac

tories. Equally relevant, and often a lot 
more difficult to address, are the areas occu
pied by administrators and clerical and 
technical personnel. The environment is dif
ferent, but the idea is the same. 

For example, a team of administrative 
workers who run and distribute computer 
reports for international locations decided 
to economize its function by better assessing 
customer need. They interviewed everyone 
to whom they distributed reports and, 
through consolidation and elimination, got 
rid of a pile of computer reports that, over a 
year's time, would equal the height of a two
story building and weigh 500 pounds. 

Small stuff? Perhaps, but over time and 
with a lot of people it becomes a potent 
force. 

It is almost a cliche that we in America 
are in a competitive struggle for worldwide 
markets that we pretty much owned follow
ing World War II. It is clear that workers in 
other nations are willing to work very hard 
for a lot less, just to get a share of the way 
of life that they perceive exists in this coun
try. 

It is also true that a portion of the solu
tion can only be accomplished politically. 
We do need a level playing field to take care 
of some of the trade imbalance. Perhaps, 
through political means, over time we can 
achieve as much as half of the trade im
provement needed. 

The other half of the problem has to be 
fixed the old-fashioned way-by doing more 
with what we have. Fortunately, we have a 
lot with which to work. If the experience at 
Coming is an accurate representation, the 
United States has great numbers of workers 
who want to tum out superior products and 
services, who know how to do it and have 
the insights to make it happen. 

They need wise leadership, able to recog
nize the potential that's available and the 
consequences of inaction. They need leader
ship prepared to manage the change of age
old workplace practices and the problems 
that such change brings about. 

And that is a lot tougher than signing a 
trade agreement. 

INTERNATIONAL CULTURAL 
SURVIVAL ACT OF 1988 <H.R. 
4738) 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro

ducing legislation (H.R. 4738) that will help 
prevent the further destruction and elimination 
of cultures and societies around the world. 
Most of us, regardless of our political lean
ings, assume that indigenous peoples and 
tribal societies are bound to disappear-des
tined to the dustbin of history. Most of us 
would assume that this process is as lamenta
ble as it is inevitable. 

Historical processes do not make small tra
ditional societies disappear. Greed and a lack 
of understanding, however, do. Such groups 
are weak and tempting targets to the develop
ment programs that they are presumed to 
hinder or in the name of States that they are 
assumed to subvert. 

There is no reason, however, that indige
nous and tribal peoples cannot survive, both 
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physically and culturally, the rapid changes 
that contact with expanding industrial societies 
and economic and political institutions brings. 

Seen as impediments to progress and de
velopment, small societies throughout the 
world are facing extinction. Those that survive 
are often decimated by diseases introduced 
by outsiders and denied a political voice. Usu
ally deprived of their lands and means of liveli
hood, they are forced to adapt to a national 
society whose language they do not speak. 
Without educational, technical or other 
modern-day skills, they generally suffer per
manent poverty, political marginality and cul
tural alienation. 

As the push to exploit the resources of the 
Earth reaches the remaining untouched areas 
of the world, contact with isolated societies is 
inevitable-but their destruction is not. These 
vulnerable societies need the benefits of 
modern life, but to survive they need the abili
ty to choose how much they will adapt and 
how long the process will take. 

Their survival is important for our own; it is 
imperative that we prevent their extinction. 
They perceive us as barbaric and strange, too. 
Yet, not only do we share a common human
ity, but we can benefit from each other's 
knowledge. Indigenous peoples have rich 
storehouses of information about nature, man 
and the balanced relationship of the two. 
From their beliefs about the spiritual world to 
their traditional knowledge of rain forests, 
healing and agriculture, these societies pro
vide the opportunity for new interpretations 
about the world and ourselves. 

Toward that end, I have introduced this bill 
to help indigenous and tribal peoples have as 
much control as possible over their desti
nies-to retain their rights and culture as they 
adapt to the modern world. In this way we can 
insure that progress and development are by 
all the people and for all the people. 

Accordingly, I invite my colleagues to sup
port the International Cultural Survival Act of 
1988 (H.R. 4738) and I request that a full text 
of this measure be inserted at this point in the 
RECORD: 

H.R. 4738 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Internation
al Cultural Survival Act of 1988". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

(a) DETERIORATING SITUATION FACING IN
DIGENOUS AND TRIBAL PEOPLES.-The Con
gress makes the following findings: 

< 1 > The situation of indigenous and tribal 
peoples in developing countries is deterio
rating world-wide. 

(2) Many of these populations face severe 
discrimination, denial of human rights, loss 
of cultural and religious freedoms, or in the 
worst cases, cultural or physical destruction. 

<3> If current trends in many parts of the 
world continue the cultural, social, and lin
guistic diversity of humankind will be radi
cally and irrevocably diminished. 

(4) In addition, immense, undocumented 
repositories of ecological, biological, and 
pharmacological knowledge will be lost, as 
well as an immeasurable wealth of cultural, 
social, religious, and artistic expression, 
which together constitute part of the collec
tive patrimony of the human species. 
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(5) The pressures on indigenous and tribal 

peoples, about 10 percent of the world's 
population, include denial of political and 
civil rights and of opportunities for self-de
termination, destruction of natural re
sources necessary for survival, and ethnic, 
racial, and economic marginalization. 

<6> In many cases unsound development 
policy that results in destruction of natural 
resources seriously jeopardizes indigenous 
and tribal peoples' physical survival and 
their cultural autonomy, frequently also un
dermining the possibllity for long-term sus
tainable economic development. 

<7> The loss of the cultural diversity for 
indigenous and tribal peoples is not an inevi
table or natural process. 

(8) In light of United States concern and 
respect for human rights and basic human 
freedoms, including rights to express cultur
al and religious preferences, as well as the 
United States desire for sustainable econom
ic development, it is incumbent on the 
United States to take a leadership role in 
addressing indigenous and tribal people's 
rights to physical and cultural survival. 

(b) DEFINITION OF INDIGENOUS AND TRIBAL 
PEoPLES.-Indigenous and tribal peoples in 
developing countries are those populations 
that are ethnically, culturally, or socially 
distinct from the politically dominant socie
ty on the regional or national level. These 
peoples are often (but not invariably) mi
norities, and invariably have little, if any, 
political representation or influence in gov
ernments. Many such peoples are marginal
ly integrated into market economies and 
practice traditional, partially or wholly sub
sistence-based forms of economic activity. 
Examples of indigenous or tribal peoples in
clude lowland South American Indians, Ba
sarwa of Botswana and Namibia, Mayan In
dians in Central America, registered tribes 
in India, and Tibetan people in the area tra
ditionally referred to as Tibet <which con
sisted of the province of U-Tsang, currently 
administered by the People's Republic of 
China as the Tibet Autonomous Region, and 
the provinces of Amdo and Kham, currently 
in the Tibetan autonomous prefectures and 
counties in the Chinese provinces of Si
chuan, Yunnan, Ganbu, and Qinghai). 
SEC. 3. PROMOTING AND PROTECTING THE RIGHTS 

OF INDIGENOUS AND TRIBAL PEO
PLES. 

The Secretary of State and the Adminis
trator of the Agency for International De
velopment shall ensure-

< 1) that United States foreign policy and 
foreign assistance vigorously promote the 
rights of indigenous and tribal peoples 
throughout the world; and 

<2> that United States foreign assistance is 
not provided for any project or program det
rimental to indigenous or tribal peoples' 
rights or livelihood. 
SEC. 4. BASELINE REPORT ON INDIGENOUS AND 

TRIBAL PEOPLES. 
<a> PuRPosE.-The purpose of this section 

and section 5 is to help-
< 1 > guide future United States foreign as

sistance and other actions that could affect 
indigenous and tribal peoples, and 

<2> permit United States actions that 
would assist these peoples. 

(b) PREPARATION OF REPORT.-The Admin
istrator of the Agency for International De
velopment, in consulation with the Secre
tary of State, shall prepare a report on in
digenous and tribal peoples in developing 
countries. This report shall include the fol
lowing: 

(1) A description of the economic, politi
cal, and social situation of indigenous and 
tribal peoples. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
<2> A discussion of the effects of United 

States bilateral foreign assistance and 
United States-supported multilateral assist
ance on indigenous and tribal peoples, in
cluding a description of those projects and 
activities currently being funded by the 
Agency for International Development-

<A> which have a positive impact on indig
enous and tribal peoples, or 

<B> which have a negative impact on in
digenous and tribal peoples. 

(3) A comprehensive strategy for regularly 
monitoring and improving the situation of 
indigenous and tribal peoples, including

<A> a description of the methodology and 
the guidelines to be used in carrying out the 
monitoring required by section 5, and 

<B> a description of the specific actions 
that the Agency for International Develop
ment proposes to take to improve the situa
tion of indigenous and tribal peoples. 

(C) CONSULTATION WITH NGOs.-The Ad
ministrator shall consult with United 
States-based nongovernmental organiza
tions with experience in monitoring and re
porting on indigenous and tribal peoples, 
and with other interested persons, through
out the preparation of the report required 
by subsection <b>, but in particular-

(!) in determining the scope of that 
report; and · 

(2) in developing the methodology to be 
used in preparing that report. 

(d) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-Not later 
than 6 months afte.r the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Administrator shall submit 
the report prepared pursuant to subsection 
(b) to the Congress. 
SEC. 5. MONITORING REGARDING INDIGENOUS AND 

TRIBAL PEOPLES. 
(a) MONITORING.-The Agency for Interna

tional Development <in consultation with 
the Department of State>, on a regular 
basis, shall collect information concerning 
and shall analyze the situation of indige
nous and tribal peoples in developing coun
tries, with particular regard to the human 
rights situation. 

<b> UsE oF NGOs.-In carrying out subsec
tion (a), the Agency shall, wherever appro
priate, use United States-based nongovern
mental organizations with experience in 
monitoring and reporting on indigenous and 
tribal peoples. 

(C) ANNuAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-Fol
lowing completion of the report required by 
section 4, the Administrator of the Agency 
for International Development shall submit 
to the Congress, not later than February 1 
each year, a report which-

< 1 > presents the findings resulting from 
the monitoring of indigenous and tribal peo
ples carried out pursuant to subsection <a>; 

<2> updates the information provided in 
the report submitted pursuant to section 4; 
and 

<3> describes the activities which the 
Agency for International Development pro
poses to fund for the coming fiscal year to 
address the problems facing indigenous and 
tribal peoples in developing countries, speci
fying which activities will be carried out by 
the Agency and which will be carried out by 
nongovernmental organizations. 
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JOHN J. THOMAS NAMED 

CITIZEN OF THE YEAR 

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to John J. Thomas of Laflin, PA, 
who is being honored Saturday by the Wilkes
Barre Lions Club as "Citizen of the Year." 
This annual award is given to an outstanding 
member of the community who has made a 
special or significant contribution to the 
growth and development of the Wyoming 
Valley. This year the Lions Club has made an 
especially appropriate choice. 

John Thomas is the 77-year-old president of 
the Thomas C. Thomas Co. and the Thomas 
C. Realty Co. For decades he has been active 
in civic organizations throughout the Wyoming 
Valley. He is known especially for his efforts 
on behalf of St. Jude's Children's Research 
Hospital in Memphis, TN, of which he is a di
rector and a member of the board of gover
nors. He is also active with the Pennsylvania 
Economy League, the United Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Association, the Pennsylvania Soci
ety, and the Committee for Economic Growth. 

Attorney John Moses, the chairman of the 
Lions' Club selection committee describes 
John Thomas as having made a substantial 
yet unselfish contribution to the growth and 
development of the business and civic life of 
Wyoming Valley. Another member describes 
John as "a saint; basically a very compassion
ate man." 

Many people attain material success, but 
few have shared their success so generously 
as John Thomas. He has touched the lives of 
many unfortunate children and their parents 
from his work at St. Jude's hospital. John J. 
Thomas has truly demonstrated that the true 
wealth of a man is measured by how he 
spends that wealth to do good for his fellow 
man. 

TRIBUTE TO GEORGE W. LEHR 

HON. ALAN WHEAT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, some people are 

blessed with an energy and spirit that seems 
to triumph over all obstacles put in their way. 
Such a person was George W. Lehr. 

In Jackson County, MO, the young George 
Lehr was the most promising political figure of 
his generation, a driving force for political 
reform who would not be denied the attain
ment of that goal. His integrity was absolutely 
beyond reproach; no one commanded more 
respect and admiration. 

George Lehr is gone, but he leaves a 
legacy in Kansas City-indeed in Missouri and 
throughout the Nation-that will not be forgot
ten. His personal strength, his public leader
ship, and his faith in others will always serve 
to remind us that no task, no dream, is impos
sible to achieve. We can always overcome. 
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to submit for the 

RECORD a testimonial from the Kansas City 
Star that sums up the remarkable career of 
George W. Lehr: 

GEORGE W. LEHR 
George Lehr had a way about him. He 

rose to the pinnacle of any chosen endeavor. 
His successes in politics and the private 
sector are all the more impressive because 
Lehr did not engage in the mundane. 

Lehr relished a challenge. He launched 
his political career by joining a reform-ori
ented movement overshadowed by the old
line factional Jackson County Democratic 
establishment. At the county level, the rem
nants of Kansas City's machine seemed in
vulnerable. 

Lehr ran for county collector on the 
reform slate and defeated the factional can
didate in the 1966 Democratic primary. He 
and other candidates backed by the newly 
formed Committee for County Progress 
swept to victory except in one race. 

It was virtually the end of county bossism. 
It also opened the way for the organization 
of charter government here. 

By the time home rule arrived in 1973, 
Lehr had served as presiding judge for two 
years. He became the first county executive. 
It was a critical time for the new form of 
government; under Lehr it functioned as en
visioned in the charter. Merit, not patron
age and favoritism, prevailed. 

The impact of the reform ranged beyond 
Jackson County. It allowed the development 
of young political leaders aspiring for state
wide office. Jackson County had had few be
cause the factions tried to stifle all but their 
trusted lackeys. 

Lehr used the new-found platform to run 
statewide. In 1974 he ousted the incumbent 
auditor, now-Gov. John Ashcroft, from 
office. Lehr was considered likely to win the 
1976 governor's race, but he did not run. 

This created an opportunity for Joseph P. 
Teasdale, another product of the Jackson 
County reform movement. Teasdale upset 
Christopher S. Bond, former governor and 
now a U.S. senator. 

At the peak of his political career, Lehr 
resigned as auditor and entered the banking 
business. He was a chief executive officer 
until 1981. He then took on the awesome 
job of cleaning up the Teamsters Union 
Central States Health and Welfare and Pen
sion Funds in Chicago. The General Ac
counting Office has found that the fund has 
been run properly under Lehr's many re
forms. 

His private life was a challenge, too. Lehr 
was crippled by polio in his teen-age years, 
which forced him to walk with crutches. His 
only son died of muscular dystrophy 11 
years ago. Lehr had suffered inoperable 
brain tumors for more than a year, yet con
tinued to work until recently. 

Despite his disability from polio, and per
haps because of it, he was a driving force. 
George W. Lehr, who has died at age 51, 
had completed what he set out to do at the 
Teamsters fund. It capped a lifetime of ex
celling. 

TRIBUTE TO GEORGE W. LEHR 

HON. WILUAM (BILL) CLAY 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to pay tribute to Mr. George 
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W. Lehr, who recently passed away. As I'm 
sure many of my colleagues are well aware, 
since 1981 George Lehr served as the execu
tive director of the Central States southeast 
and southwest areas health and welfare and 
pension funds. It was under his direction and 
leadership that the Central States funds were 
restored to respectability and the pension and 
welfare benefit security of the thousands of 
working men and women covered by those 
funds were protected. 

As a native of Missouri, George Lehr dedi
cated his life to public service, both to Missou
ri and to our Nation. I commend to my col
leagues' attention, the St. Louis Post-Dis
patch's glowing editorial tribute to a man who 
benefited our country greatly and whose un
timely death was a loss to us all: 

A MAN WHO LIVED RIGHT 

Occasionally, public figures move through 
life and leave behind the seeds of legends. 
George Lehr was such a man. While Missou
ri state auditor more than a decade ago, he 
resigned from a promising political career 
that could have led to the governors' man
sion in Jefferson City. He wanted to spend 
more time with a son dying of muscular dys
trophy. 

It was a decision that saddened Missouri . 
Democrats as it gave them pride. Mr. Lehr 
was a politician who, very possibly, could 
have staved off the decline in electable 
talent in the state party. A Lehr administra
tion could have introduced new talent to 
state politics. The impact of his departure is 
still felt today. But at the same time, no one 
could argue with the value and rightness of 
his exemplary choice to put the needs of his 
family ahead of politics. 

Now Mr. Lehr is dead of brain cancer at 
the age of 51. In a relatively short life, he 
moved up the ladder of Jackson County pol
itics until he was the first county executive 
under the new charter. He than moved on 
to state politics in a race for auditor in 1974, 
where he beat John Ashcroft, the present 
governor. His audit of St. Louis remains the 
best evaluation of this city's operation in 
memory. 

After leaving office in 1976, Mr. Lehr 
became a Kansas City banker. His most con
troversial and least understood move, 
though, was in 1981 when he accepted an 
offer to be chief executive of the Teamster's 
Central States Pension and Health Funds. 
Friends and acquantances wondered if Mr. 
Lehr was of sufficiently strong character to 
end the corruption of the pension fund at 
that. By virtually all accounts, he was
under the scrutiny of federal agents, who 
checked his moves and then grew to respect 
his integrity. Of few people can it be said 
that they left their world a better place, but 
for George Lehr, the statement fits exactly. 

SANDINISTAS CLOSED RADIO 
CATOLICA NEWS 

HON. JAMES M. INHOFE 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, in yet another 

violation of the Sapoa agreement and the 
Arias peace plan, the Sandinistas have closed 
Radio Catolica News for 1 0 days. 

By this action, the Sandinistas violate their 
promises to protect freedom of expression. 
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Furthermore, they have timed their action to 
deny the Nicaraguan people information on 
the next round of talks between the Sandinis
tas and the Nicaraguan resistance. These 
talks currently are scheduled for June 7 
through 9. 

Mr. Speaker, by defeating even minimum 
amounts of military assistance for the Nicara
guan resistance, this House has placed its 
entire reliance on the good faith of the Sandi
nistas to achieve peace and freedom in Nica
ragua. I think it is important for my colleagues 
to be kept informed of the Sandinistas' record 
on keeping its promises under Sapoa and the 
Arias peace plan. To date, their record is mis
erable. 

HENRY A. WAXMAN'S STATE
MENT IN INTRODUCING H.R. 
4739, THE "FOOD SAFETY 
AMENDMENTS OF 1988" 

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, if you ask the 

American people to express any concerns 
they have about the safety of their food, time 
and time again they will tell you they genuinely 
fear the pesticides we use to produce food. 
Yes, they want a plentiful, varied, and eco
nomical food supply. But they do not believe 
they have to sacrifice their health in return. 

I believe their fears have been exacerbated 
by the constant flow of studies and reports, 
like the 1987 National Academy of Sciences 
report, "Regulating Pesticides in Food," which 
have criticized our pesticide regulation authori
ties and efforts. I agree with the criticism in 
these reports and have conducted a series of 
hearings on them and on the food safety con
cerns associated with pesticides since the 
EDB crisis in 1984. It is easy to understand 
why the American public is concerned. 

I have found the current leadership of the 
EPA's pesticide program to be dedicated and 
concerned. They have made major strides in 
resolving questions about the safety of the 
older food-use pesticides being used today. 
However, they are digging out of the deep 
backlog left by earlier, irresponsible pesticide 
officials. They are encumbered by inadequate 
resources and staff. They have not gotten the 
assistance they need from the Congress. 

The legislation I am introducing today 
amends the EPA's current authority under the 
Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act 
[FFDCA] to set tolerances, or limits, on the 
amount of pesticides that may remain on food 
when eaten. This authority is distinct from the 
basic pesticide registration system under the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenti
cide Act, which covers all pesticides-includ
ing non-food-use and household pesticides
as well as many other herbicides and chemi
cals. The bill makes many important changes 
that will clarify and strengthen EPA's authority 
regarding tolerances for food-use pesticides 
and will streamline EPA's procedures. I be
lieve these changes are balanced and fair to 
agricultural chemical manufacturers, farmers 
and food companies while giving the public 
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much-needed confidence that a new food 
safety system is in place to protect them. 

The bill is written as a substitute for current 
section 408 of the FFDCA, but much of cur
rent law remains intact. The bill incorporates 
many of EPA's current practices and is based 
on the fundamental reforms that has been dis
cussed and recommended by the National 
Academy of Sciences. 

1 am including in the RECORD an extensive 
section-by-section analysis to assist Members 
in understanding the bill and this complex 
area of our laws. There are several major fea
tures of the bill I want to explain here. 

The bill establishes a risk-based food safety 
standard that is consistent with the other reg
ulatory authorities of the FFDCA-regarding 
food additives, color additives and environ
mental contaminants. Using a "negligible risk" 
standard, EPA would regulate all residues of 
pesticides in food under section 408. This 
consolidation of authority removes the regula
tion of pesticide residues in processed food 
from coverage under the food additives sec
tion (section 409) that includes the Delaney 
Clause. The Administrator of EPA would be 
authorized to consider the benefit of using a 
pesticide chemical in food only under certain 
circumstances that are spelled out in the bill. 

The bill addresses one of the more vexing 
problems-the older pesticides that appear to 
have risks far in excess of a negligible risk 
standard-by allowing EPA to incrementally 
reduce the high risk associated with certain 
types of pesticides. Under this special negligi
ble risk rule, the Administrator could allow a 
new pesticide with greater than a negligible 
risk to be substituted for an older pesticide 
that has an even greater risk. While I am 
always concerned about unnecessary expo
sure to harmful chemicals, I believe an incre
mental approach to risk reduction is practical 
and will improve food safety. 

One other important change involves EPA's 
current lack of authority to require the submis
sion of new data after a tolerance is estab
lished if the Agency believes additional data is 
necessary to assure food safety. This is a 
glaring omission for any regulatory agency 
mandated to protect public health. 

Under the bill, the Administrator of EPA 
could require the submission of new health 
and safety data in accordance with deadlines 
established by the Administrator. Strict en
forcement is provided for, with exceptions to 
assure that food on which the pesticide was 
lawfully used prior to the new enforcement ac
tions is not affected. 

Mr. Speaker, the changes in this bill are 
long overdue. It provides important public 
health protections while fairly balancing the 
economic interests of farmers and food and 
chemical companies. 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF H.R. 4739, 

THE "FOOD SAFETY AMENDMENTS OF 1988" 
SECTION 1: SHORT TITLE: THE "FOOD SAFETY 

AKENDMENTS OF 1988" 

SECTION 2: DEFINITION 
Section 2(a)(1J amends section 20l(q) of 

the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act 
<FFDCA> to define "pesticide chemical" and 
"pesticide chemical residue." It adds to the 
current definition of "pesticide chemical" 
by specifying that pesticide chemical resi
dues in processed foods, inert ingredients of 
pesticide chemicals, and substances result-
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ing from the metabolism or degradation of a 
pesticide chemical are included. 

Section 2fa)(2J amends section 20l<s) of 
the FFDCA, which is the definition of "food 
additive," to specify that pesticide chemical 
residues in processed food and pesticide 
chemicals used in the production, storage, 
or transportation of processed food are not 
food additives, and therefore will be regulat
ed under section 408 of the FFDCA. Food 
additives are regulated under section 409 of 
theFFDCA. 

Section 2fbJ adds new definitions to sec
tion 201 of the FFDCA. In conjunction with 
the definition of "new agricultural commod
ity" currently in section 20l<r>, the new def
inition of "processed food" clarifies that all 
food to which pesticide chemicals are ap
plied are regulated by section 408. 

SECTION 3: ADULTERATED FOOD 
Section 402(a)(2) is amended to specify 

that pesticide chemical residues in proc
essed food are regulated by section 408 and 
that, if the residues in such processed food 
are within the tolerances set under section 
408, the food is not adulterated. 

SECTION 4: TOLERANCES AND EXEllriPTIONS FOR 
PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES 

This section contains a substitute for cur
rent section 408. 

Section 408(a)(1J: General Rule/or 
Tolerances or Exemptions 

This section establishes the general rule 
that any pesticide chemical residue in or on 
food, and any pesticide chemical added to 
food <regardless of whether residues 
remain), requires either a tolerance or an 
exemption, and that the residue remaining 
on food must be within the tolerance limit 
or consistent with the exemption. 

Section 408(a)(2J: Processed Food 
This section specifies that pesticide chem

ical residues in or on processed food which 
do not have a separate tolerance are lawful 
if those residues have been removed to the 
extent possible in good manufacturing prac
tice and are within the tolerance for the raw 
agricultural commodity from which the 
processed food was made. 

Section 408fa)(3J: Effect of Tolerance or 
Exemption 

This section specifies that raw agricultur
al commodities and processed food that con
tain pesticide chemicals residues pursuant 
to a tolerance or an exemption under sec
tion 408 are not to be considered "adulterat
ed" <and thus illegal) under section 
402<a><l> of the FFDCA. 
Section 408(b): General Rule for Tolerances 

Section 408fb)(1): Authority 
This section authorizes the Administrator 

of the EPA <who is responsible for adminis
tering section 408) to promulgate regula
tions that establish, modify or revoke toler
ances either in response to a petition under 
section 408(d) or on the Administrator's ini
tiative under section 408<e>. The Adminis
trator may establish expiration dates for 
such tolerances. 

Section 408fb)(2J: Standard 
Section 408(b}(2)(AJ: Negligible Risk 

Standard 
This section specifies that a tolerance may 

be established, or left in effect, only if the 
risk to human health, including the health 
of identifiable population groups with spe
cial food consumption patterns, from die
tary exposure to the pesticide chemical or 
pesticide chemical residue, is negligible. 
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Section 408(b)(2)(BJ: Special Negligible Risk 

Standard 
This section provides for the only excep

tion to the negligible risk standard in sub
paragraph <A>. Under this special rule, a 
new tolerance may be established even 
though its risk is greater than a negligible 
risk. 

In order to establish such a tolerance, the 
Administrator must first attempt to reduce 
the risk of the pesticide chemical residue 
below the negligible risk standard in accord
ance with section 408(b)(2)(E). If such risk 
reduction actions do not produce a risk that 
is less than negligible, the Administrator 
may establish the tolerance under the fol
lowing circumstances: 

< 1) the Administrator must revoke a toler
ance or exemption for the same raw agricul
tural commodity or processed food for a dif
ferent pesticide chemical that is in use and 
that presents a risk greater than the risk of 
the pesticide chemical for which a tolerance 
is requested; and 

(2) there is no other pesticide chemical in 
use that presents less than a negligible risk 
and that can be substituted for the pesticide 
chemical whose tolerance is to be revoked 
under <1 >; and 

(3) the pesticide chemical for which a tol
erance is requested can be substituted for 
the pesticide chemical whose tolerance is to 
be revoked under (1 >; and 

(4) the person requesting the tolerance 
demonstrates <or, if the Administrator is 
proposing the tolerance, the Administrator 
determines) that the benefits from the use 
of the pesticide chemical for which the tol
erance is requested clearly outweigh the die
tary risk of the pesticide chemical. 
Section 408(b)(2)(CJ: Criteria/or Negligible 

Risk 
This section specifies how the term "negli

gible" is to be implemented. Clause m speci
fies that, for pesticide chemicals which are 
believed to cause or contribute to adverse 
human health effects only above a certain 
level of exposure, negligible means the level 
of human exposure which will not cause or 
contribute to any known or anticipated ad
verse human health effects. In establishing 
the level, the Administrator will include an 
ample margin of safety. 

Clause (ii) specifies that for pesticide 
chemicals which are believed to cause ad
verse human health effects at all levels of 
exposure, negligible means the level of 
human exposure which could cause or con
tribute in the population exposed to the 
pesticide chemical to a theoretical risk 
<using conservative models) of cancer which 
does not exceed a rate of one in a million. 

Section 408(b)(2)(DJ: Exposure 
This section specifies how dietary expo

sure is to be calculated for purposes of sub
paragraphs <A> and (B). The Administrator 
would take into account all dietary exposure 
to the pesticide chemical, including expo
sure under the proposed tolerance <or the 
tolerance in effect in the case of a petition 
to modify and revoke an existing tolerance) 
all other tolerances or exemptions in effect 
for the same pesticide chemical, and all 
other sources of dietary exposure <including 
drinking water) to the same pesticide chemi
cal. 

The Administrator would calculate dietary 
exposure to the pesticide chemical based on 
the amount of residue that is lawful. The 
Administrator would assume that residues 
are on all authorized raw agricultural com
modities and processed food at the tolerance 
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levels and exposure occurs for a lifetime. 
The Administrator could deviate from this 
calculation in two ways. First, the Adminis
trator could use the percent of food actually 
treated with the pesticide chemical, rather 
than assuming that all authorized food is 
treated, if the Administrator has reliable 
data indicating that the pesticide chemical 
is only used on a certain percent of all au
thorized food and that the treated food is 
evenly distributed throughout the consum
ing public. Second, the Administrator could 
use the actual residue levels which occur, 
rather than assuming that residues are at 
the tolerance levels, if the Administrator 
has reliable data indicating that the pesti
cide chemical leaves residues at a certain 
lower level. If the Administrator used actual 
residue levels, he could not leave the higher 
tolerance in effect, but would modify it to 
the level of actual residues. 

Section 408(b)(2)(E): Risk Reduction 
This section specifies how the Administra

tor would do the risk reduction required by 
subparagraph <B>. The Administrator would 
take the specified actions, unless they were 
not applicable to the particular pesticide 
chemical, plus any other actions the Admin
istrator determined were appropriate. The 
specified actions are < 1 > to establish a toler
ance that is lower than the proposed toler
ance, <2> to modify or revoke other toler
ances for the same pesticide chemical to 
assure a lower total residue from the chemi
cal, and <3> if the proposed tolerance applies 
to processed food, to permit the tolerance to 
apply to such food only if the food is proc
essed with those methods that reduce resi
dues of the pesticide chemical. 

Section 408(b)((2)(F): Benefits 
This section specifies how the Administra

tor would consider benefits when authorized 
to do so by subparagraph <B>. The Adminis
trator would consider the various factors de
scribed in the section and would publish the 
basis for his determination when acting on 
the tolerance petition. 

In addition, the section requires the Ad
ministrator to propose regulations within 90 
days of enactment specifying how the analy
sis of benefits will be conducted, the data 
that will be relied upon, and the factors 
that will be considered. 

Section 408(b)(2)(G): Rules for Levels 
This section specifies, in clause (i), that 

the tolerance level for a pesticide chemical 
applied to food could be no higher than the 
Administrator determines is necessary for 
the pesticide chemical to have its intended 
effect. Clause (ii) involves the case of a pes
ticide chemical which leaves no detectable 
residue. The Administrator would establish 
a tolerance at the most sensitive limit of de
tection of the analytical method for detect
ing residues that the Administrator ap
proves under subparagraph <H>. 

Section 408(b)(2)(H): Practical Method of 
Analysis 

The section specifies that the Administra
tor may not establish a tolerance until a 
practical method for detecting and measur
ing residues is specified by the Administra
tor after consultation with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. <Consultation 
would occur with the Food and Drug Ad
ministration <FDA>.> The method must be 
the best available practical method, and it 
would be practical only if it could be per
formed by the FDA on a routine basis with 
the personnel, equipment and other re
sources available to FDA. 
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Section 408fb)(3J: Factors to Be Considered 
This section specifies the other factors 

that the Administrator must consider in es
tablishing, modifying or revoking a toler
ance for a pesticide chemnical. These fac
tors include < 1 > the probable consumption 
of treated food by the population group 
which consumes the greatest amounts of 
the food or which is most sensitive to the 
chemical; <2> the cumulative effect of the 
chemical, taking into account related chemi
cals and non-dietary routes of exposure; and 
(3) safety factors that are appropriate for 
animal experiments. 
Section 408(c): General Rule tor Exemptions 

Section 408(c)(1): Authority 
This section authorizes the Administrator 

to establish, modify or revoke an exemption 
from the requriement for a tolerance in re
sponse to a petition or on the Administra
tor's own initiative. An exemption may have 
an expiration date. 

Section 408(c)(2): Standard 
Section 408(c)f2J(AJ: Risk Standard 

This section specifies that an exemption 
may be established, or left in effect, only if 
the pesticide chemical residue presents no 
risk to human health, including the health 
of identifiable population groups with spe
cial food consumption patterns, from die
tary exposure at any level of residue that 
could result from use of the pesticide chemi
cal on food. 

Section 408fc)(2)(BJ: Exposure 
This section specifies how dietary expo

sure is to be calculated for purposes of sub
paragraph <A>. The Administrator would 
take into account all dietary exposure to the 
pesticide chemical, including exposure 
under the proposed exemption, all other tol
erances or exemptions in effect for the same 
pesticide chemical, and all other sources of 
dietary exposure <including drinking water) 
to the same pesticide chemical. 

The Administrator would calculate dietary 
exposure to the pesticide chemical based on 
the maximum amount of residue that could 
reasonably be expected to occur if the in
structions for use of the pesticide were not 
followed. 

Section 408(c)(2)(C): Practical Method of 
Analysis 

The section specifies that the Administra
tor may not establish an exemption until a 
practical method for detecting and measur
ing residues is specified by the Administra
tor after consultation with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. <Consultation 
would occur with the Food and Drug Ad
ministration <FDA>.> The method must be 
the best available practical method, and it 
would be practical only if it could be per
formed by the FDA on a routine basis with 
the personnel, equipment and other re
sources availale to FDA. 

Section 408(c)(3): Inert Ingredients 
This section specifies that certain inert in

gredients may not have an exemption from 
the requirement for a tolerance. They are 
inerts that <1> are essential for an active in
gredient to have its intended effect, (2) 
cause or contribute to adverse biological ef
fects in any organism, (3) may have an ad
verse effect on human health, and (4) meet 
any other requirement established by the 
Administrator. 
Section 408(d): Petitions tor a Tolerance or 

Exemption 
Section 408(d)(1J: General Rule 

This section specifies that any person may 
file a petition for the issuance of a regula-

June 3, 1988 
tion that establishes, modifies or revokes a 
tolerance, or establishes or revokes an ex
emption. 
Section 408(d)(2)(AJ: Petition Requirements 

This section specifies the information and 
data that must be contained in a petition to 
establish a new tolerance or a new exemp
tion. The required information includes a 
summary of the scientific reports respecting 
the safety of the pesticide chemical and the 
exposure to the pesticide chemical. The pe
titioner must authorize the publication of 
the summary by the Administrator. 

Section 408(d)(2)(BJ: Modification and 
Revocation 

This section authorizes the Administrator 
to establish requirements for the contents 
of petitions to modify or revoke tolerances 
or exemptions. 

Section 408(d)(3): Notice 
This section specifies that the Administra

tor will publish a notice of the filing of a 
complete petition within 30 days of such 
filing. The notice will announce the avail
ability of a complete description of the ana
lytical method for the detection and meas
urement of the pesticide chemical in food, 
and will include the summary required in 
petitions to establish tolerances or exemp
tions. 

Section 408(d)(4): Actions by the 
Administrator 

This section specifies the actions that the 
Administrator may take after considering 
the petition and other available informa
tion. The Administrator may publish a final 
regulation approving or disapproving the 
petition. In addition, the Administrator may 
propose a regulation that is different from 
the regulation requested in the petition. If 
he proposes a new regulation, the Adminis
trator would provide notice and the oppor
tunity to comment as prescribed in section 
408(e)(2) before publishing the final regula
tion. 

Section 408(d)(5): Effective Date 
This section specifies that a final regula

tion issued under paragraph <4> would beef
fective upon publication. 

Section 408(d)(6): Further Proceedings 
This section specifies the manner in which 

objections to the final regulation published 
under paragraph (4) would be considered by 
the Administrator. Within 30 days after the 
Administrator's action, any person adversely 
affected (including a person without an eco
nomic interest) would file objections. The 
person who filed the petition (if different 
from the objector> would have 30 days to 
reply to the objections. The Administrator 
could hold an evidentiary hearing if needed. 
The Administrator would publish an order 
describing his actions on the objections. Any 
new regulation or order would take effect in 
90 days or earlier if the Administrator deter
mined that emergency conditions existed. 

Section 408(d)(7): Judicial Review 
This section provides for judicial review 

for any person adversely affected <including 
a person without an economic interest> by 
the Administrator's decision. Such review 
would not operate to stay the Administra
tor's decision unless specifically ordered by 
the court. 

Section 408(e): Action on Administrator's 
Own Initiative 

Section 408(e)(1): General Rule 
This section authorizes the Administrator 

to establish, modify or revoke a tolerance or 
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to establish or revoke an exemption on his 
own initiative. Any regulation pursuant to 
this authority would be subject to section 
408(d) <6> and (7). 

Section 408fe)(2): Notice 
This section requires the Administrator to 

issue a notice of any proposed rule under 
paragraph <1 > and provide for at least a 30-
day comment period. The comment period 
could be shorter if the Administrator deter
mined that the public interest required such 
a period or if the Administrator acted under 
section 408(j). 

Section 408(e)(3): Imminent Hazard 
This section authorizes the Administrator 

to revoke an exemption, or to revoke or 
modify a tolerance, without following the 
required procedure if such action is neces
sary to prevent an imminent hazard. The 
Administrator would provide notice of the 
action and would be required to hold a 
public hearing within 5 days of receipt of a 
request <which request was made within 5 
days of the Administrator's action> for a 
hearing. The effective date of the action 
would not be delayed for the hearing, and 
would not be stayed while the Administra
tor's action was being judicially reviewed, 
and would not be judicially reviewed until 
after the hearing. 

Section 408ff); Special Data Requirements 
This section authorizes the Administrator 

to request additional data when the data 
supporting tolerances and exemptions are 
inadequate. 

Section 408(f)(1); Determination of 
Inadequate Data 

This section requires the Administrator to 
act if the data contained in a petition <in
cluding a petition submitted before the date 
of enactment> to establish a tolerance or ex
emption are inadequate to support the con
tinuation of the tolerance or exemption be
cause < 1 > the Administrator has reason to 
believe the pesticide chemical presents 
greater than a negligible risk (based on data 
in the petition or otherwise available>, or <2> 
the data in the petition do not meet the cur
rent requirements of section 408 <d><2><A> 
(iV) and (V). 

Section 408ff)(2): Action by Administrator 
This section specifies that the Administra

tor would require the submission of the nec
essary data, or would initiate an action 
under section 408(e) to modify or revoke the 
tolerance or exemption. 

Section 408(f)(3): Submission of Required 
Data 

This section specifies that if the Adminis
trator requires the submission of data, the 
Administrator would publish an order in the 
Federal Register that establishes deadlines 
for the identification of the persons who 
will submit the data and the submission of 
necessary data and reports. 

Section 408(f)(4): Deadlines 
This section specifies that if the deadlines 

in the order issued under paragraph (3) are 
not met, the tolerance or exemption would 
be automatically revoked. The Administra
tor could delay the effective date of the rev
ocation for (1) 12 months to allow food 
treated <within the tolerance or exemption> 
before the deadline to be sold, or <2> such 
other period that is necessary to allow the 
submission of the data if extraordinary cir
cumstances prevented the submission 
within the deadline. 

Section 408(f)(5): Review 
This section specifies that an order issued 

under paragraph (3) shall be subject to ad-
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ministrative and judicial review in accord
ance with section 408<d><60> and <7>. 

Section 408(g): Con.tidentiality of Data 
Section 408(g)(1J: General Rule 

This section specifies that data contained 
in a petition is entitled to confidential treat
ment until publication of a regulation or 
order under section 408(d)(4), unless disclo
sure has been made previously, or is allowed 
by paragraph <2> or section 408(h), or is re
quired by other law. 

Section 408(g)(2): Disclosure 
This section specifies the persons to whom 

confidential data may be disclosed. Congress 
and employers and contractors of the Ad
ministrator are included. 

Section 408(g)(3): Summaries 
This section specifies that the Administra

tor may publish the informative summary 
required in the petition (under section 408 
<d><2><A>(1)> and other summaries of the 
date relating to the proposed or final regu
lation or order under section 408<d><4>. 
Section 408fh): Access to Data in Support of 

Petition 
This section specifies the procedures by 

which there can be public access to the 
health and safety data submitted or cited in 
support of a petition under section 408 <d>. 
A person requesting review of the data 
would notify the Administration and the pe
titioner within 30 days of notice of the filing 
of the petition, and would make certain af
firmations to the Administrator in accord
ance with paragraph <2>. A petitioner could 
object to the affirmations. The Administra
tor would determine whether access would 
be granted. Review of the data would be 
solely for the purpose of commenting on the 
petition. No other disclosure of the date 
would be permitted. 

Section 408(i): Other Regulations 
This section specifies how the Administra

tor would treat certain section 406<a> and 
409 regulations. Section 409 food additive 
regulations for processed food would be 
deemed regulations under section 408 only 
if they meet the negligible risk standard 
under section 408(b)(2)(A)(i). If they do not 
meet that standard, the Administrator 
could establish a section 408 tolerance 
which is lower than the section 409 regula
tion and which meets the section 
408<b><2><A>(i) standard. The Administrator 
would initiate such action under section 
408<e>. 

Section 408(j): Con.tormi ng Act·ions 
This section specifies how the Administra

tor would act under section 408 to conform 
to actions on the registration of pesticide 
chemicals under the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act. <FIFRA>. 

Section 408(j)(1); Cancellation 
Section 408(j)(1)(AJ: Revocati on of 

Tolerances or Exemptions 
This section specifies that the Administra

tor would revoke section 408 tolerances or 
exemptions for pesticide chemicals which 
have had their registrations cancelled under 
FIFRA due, in whole or in part, to dietary 
risk to humans, unless such revocation had 
previously occurred in accordance with sec
tion 408<b><2> <A> and <B>. The Administra
tor would act under section 408<e> within 60 
days of FIFRA cancellation. 
Section 408(j)(1)(B): Delay of Effective Date 

This section specifies that the Administra
tor could delay the effective date of the rev
ocation required under subparagraph <A> 
for up to one year to permit the sale of food 
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treated with the pesticide chemical prior to 
the cancellation if there is no dietary risk to 
human health from such food during such 
period. 

Section 408fj)(1)(c): New Tolerances 
This section authorizes the Administrator, 

when a cancelled pesticide chemical will un
avoidably persist in the environment and 
contaminate food, to establish a new toler
ance that permits the unavoidable contami
nation. The Administrator would review the 
tolerance every year to assure it was no 
higher than necessary. 

Section 408(j)(2J: Suspensions 

Section 408(j)(2)(AJ: Suspension of 
Tolerance or Exemption 

This section specifies that the Administra
tor would suspend section 408 tolerances or 
exemptions for pesticide chemicals which 
have had their registrations suspended 
under FIFRA due, in whole or in part, to di
etary risk to humans, unless revocation had 
previously occurred in accordance with sec
tion 408<b><2> <A> and <B>. The Administra
tor would act under section 408<e> within 60 
days of the FIFRA suspension. 

Section 408fj)(2)(B): Delay Effecti ve Date 
This section specifies that the Administra

tor could delay the effective date of the sus
pension required under subparagraph <A> 
for up to one year to permit the sale of food 
treated with the pesticide chemical prior to 
the suspension if there is no dietary risk to 
human health from such food during such 
period. 

Section 408fj)(2)(c): New Tolerance 
This section authorizes the Administrator, 

when a suspended pesticide chemical will 
unavoidably persist in the environment and 
contaminate food, to establish a new toler
ance that permits the unavoidable contami
nation. The Administrator would review the 
tolerance every year to assure it was no 
higher than necessary. 

Section 408(j)(2)(D): Effect of Suspension 
This section specifies that the suspension 

of a tolerance or exemption would be effec
tive <except as provided for in subparagraph 
<A» for as long as the registrations are sus
pended. 

Section 408(k): Fees 
This section specifies that the Ad>ninistra

tor would establish fees by regulation that 
would in the aggregate cover the cost of the 
functions required of the Administrator 
under section 408. 

SECTION s: INERT INGREDIENTS WITHOUT 
TOLERANCES 

This section requires the Administrator , 
within 90 days of enactment, to establish 
deadlines for the submission of necessary 
health and safety data to establish toler
ances for the inert ingredients that are de
scribed in section 408(c)(3). If the deadlines 
are not met, the pesticide chemicals con
taining the inerts would be considered 
unsafe, except that the Administrator could 
delay the effective date of the determina
tion <1> for 12 months to allow food which 
contained the inerts on the date of the 
deadline to be sold, or (2) for such period as 
is necessary to submit the data if the timely 
submission was prevented by extraordinary 
circumstances. 

The order of the Administrator requiring 
the submission of the data would be subject 
to administrative and judicial review under 
section 408(d)(6) and <7>. 
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SECTION a: GENERALLY RECOGNIZED AS SAFE 

PESTICIDES 

This section requires the Administrator, 
within 90 days of enactment, to establish 
deadlines for the submission of necessary 
health and safety data to establish toler
ances or exemptions for any pesticide 
chemicals which, on the date of enactment, 
do not have tolerances or exemptions be
cause they are generally recognized as safe 
under section 408 prior to this legislation. If 
the deadlines are not met, the Administra
tor would be authorized to issue an order 
declaring the pesticide chemicals to be 
unsafe for purposes of section 402<a><2><B>. 
The order of the Administrator requiring 
the submission of the data would be subject 
to administrative and judicial review under 
section 408<d><6> and <7>. 

Pesticide chemicals subject to this section 
would not be considered unsafe under this 
legislation <which requires them to have tol
erances or exemptions> solely because the 
chemicals do not have a tolerance or exemp
tion. 
SECTION 7: REVISION OF EXISTING EXEMPTIONS 

This section requires the Administrator, 
within 90 days of enactment, to establish 
deadlines for the submission of necessary 
health and safety data to establish toler
ances or to continue the exemptions. If the 
deadlines are not met, the exemptions 
would be automatically revoked, except that 
the Administrator could delay the effective 
date of the revocation for <1> 12 months to 
allow food treated in accordance with the 
exemption to be sold, or <2> such other 
period as is necessary to allow the submis
sion of the data if extraordinary circum
stances prevented the submission within the 
deadline. 

The order of the Administrator would be 
subject to administrative and judicial review 
under section 408<d> <6> and <7>. 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA'S WILD 
AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM 

HON.ROBERTJ.LAGO~INO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, today I 

am introducing legislation to designate two 
wild and scenic rivers, establish two new wil
derness areas and expand an existing wilder
ness within the Los Padres National Forest. 
The legislation would implement key recom
mendations of the U.S. Forest Service follow
ing completion of the final management plan 
for the Los Padres National Forest. I am 
pleased to sponsor these bills which will pro
tect and preserve these outstanding natural 
and scenic resources for the enjoyment of 
future generations. 

The first bill would add portions of the 
Sespe Creek and the Sisquoc River to the Na
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System. As pro
posed by the Forest Service, the 27 .5-mile 
segment of the Sespe Creek extending from 
its junction with Trout Creek just east of the 
popular Lions Campground to the Devil's Gate 
Area north of Fillmore would be designated as 
a wild river. As the river winds through the na
tional forest, it offers numerous scenic and 
recreational opportunities. Many varieties of 
plants and trees can be found along the 
river's banks, including willow and sycamore. 
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The unique landscape also serves as impor
tant habitat for several species of birds and 
mammals, including beavers. The 53,000-acre 
Sespe condor sanctuary is located on lands 
adjacent to the river and protects critical nest
ing and roosting habitat for the endangered 
California condor. The Sespe is also known as 
an excellent trout fishery and a portion of the 
river was recently designated as a State wild 
trout stream. Recreational activities along the 
Sespe include swimming, camping, hiking, 
horseback riding and fishing. Several trails 
parallel or cross the river at various points. 

This portion of the Sespe Creek lies entirely 
within an area of the Los Padres Forest I am 
proposing for wilderness. This dual designa
tion would serve to protect the many out
standing features of the river. 

The 31-mile segment of the Sisquoc River 
flows entirely through the San Rafael Wilder
ness and would therefore be designated as a 
wild river. It is known for its recreational op
portunities, including hiking, horseback riding 
and fishing which are enhanced by a foot and 
equestrian trial paralleling the entire length of 
the river. 

The Sisquoc flows through diverse terrain, 
including rugged and rocky slopes, dense 
chaparral and several small meadows. Deer, 
black bear, and several other species of wild
life can be found along the river. The upper 
reaches of the river border the Sisquoc 
condor sanctuary and provide critical bathing 
and roosting habitat for the endangered 
condor. Several cultural sites are also located 
along the river, including remnants of early 
homesteads and Chumash Indian villages. 

The Sespe and Sisquoc Rivers deserve the 
protection this legislation will afford. The 
second bill I am introducing today would es
tablish the Sespe and Matilija Wilderness 
Areas and expand the existing San Rafael 
Wilderness. 

The proposed 197,000-acre Sespe Wilder
ness begins just east of the Dick Smith Wil
derness which was established largely through 
my efforts with passage of the 1984 California 
Wilderness Act. This area is characterized by 
rugged and diverse topography and serves as 
a major watershed for the Piru, Sespe and 
Cuyama Rivers. Although the wilderness lies 
almost entirely within the Los Padres National 
Forest, a small portion of it extends into the 
adjacent Angeles National Forest. 

The Sespe area is known for its unique nat
ural and geologic features, including Topatopa 
Mountain, Sepse Hot Springs and the Pristine 
Sespe condor sanctuary. Wilderness designa
tion for the sanctuary will provide even strong
er protection for this critical habitat. The 
Sespe also serves as an important habitat for 
other sensitive bird and animal species, in
cluding the recently reintroduced bighorn 
sheep. 

Nature study, fishing and hunting are popu
lar recreational activities in this area. Numer
ous trails through the area and several trail 
camps enhance other activities such as cross
country hiking and backpacking. Recreational 
access to the Sespe Hot Springs would be al
lowed to continue via the Johnston Ridge Trail 
pending completion of a study by the Forest 
Service to determine appropriate future man
agement of the area. 
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My legislation would also establish the Mati

lija Wilderness encompassing 30,000 acres in 
the Santa Ynez Mountains. This region is 
noted for its steep canyons and rugged chap
arral-covered slopes. It was extensively 
burned during the Wheeler fire of 1985 and is 
currently an excellent example of a recovering 
southern California chaparral ecosystem. The 
Matilija provides habitat for numerous animal 
species including deer, bear, mountain lion, 
bobcat and fox, as well as the California 
condor. 

Finally, my bill would establish the La Brea 
addition to the San Rafael Wilderness. The 
16,500-acre addition would extend westerly 
along the southern slopes of the Sierra Madre 
Mountains, bringing the total acreage of this 
wilderness to approximately 167,500 acres. 
The proposed addition encompasses the 
entire Horse Canyon watershed to its junction 
with the Sisquoc River. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislative package I am 
introducing today represents a comprehensive 
and far-reaching addition to the National Wil
derness System and the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. It will preserve and 
protect in perpetuity some of our most serene 
and secluded canyons, rivers and peaks. In 
addition, by virtue of their close proximity to 
the urban areas of southern California, these 
resources will provide numerous diverse rec
reational opportunities to meet the demands 
of an ever increasing population. Therefore, 1 
urge my colleagues to cosponsor and support 
this important legislation. 

A TRIBUTE TO BISHOP L. 
ROBINSON 

HON. KWEISI MFUME 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, it is a great privi

lege to honor an outstanding citizen of Balti
more, Secretary Bishop L. Robinson. Mr. Rob
inson will be honored at the Victorine Q. 
Adams Humanitarian Award Dinner on June 9, 
1988. This event presents the opportunity for 
me to express my sincere appreciation for the 
many years of service he has given to our 
community and State. 

Growing up during a period of economic 
and social unrest in our Nation, Mr. Robinson 
overcame numerous obstacles and pursued 
his aspirations to become one of the State's 
most respected citizens, and its top law en
forcement official. 

He began his elementary education in the 
public school system of Baltimore. After re
ceiving a bachelor of science degree in Police 
Administration from the University of Balti
more, Mr. Robinson went on to pursue a 
master of education degree from Coppin State 
College and a Certificate in Police Science 
and Administration from the University of Lou
isville. The University of Baltimore later award
ed him an honorary doctor of laws degree. 
Robinson has attended a number of profes
sional training institutions throughout the 
Nation and is also a graduate of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation's National Executive 
Institute. 
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Mr. Robinson began his career in 1952 as a 

foot patrol officer for the Baltimore Police De
partment and worked his way up through the 
ranks. In July 1984, he was appointed Police 
Commissioner by then Mayor William Donald 
Schaefer and provided the community with a 
strong and responsive police force. Under 
Commissioner Robinson's leadership, our law 
enforcement officers worked diligently to 
ensure that our city was safe for us all. I sin
cerely thank Mr. Robinson and the officers 
that served with him for their invaluable serv
ice. After 35 years of proven leadership and 
dedicated work with the Baltimore Police De
partment, he retired. 

While committed to a public service career, 
Mr. Robinson still devoted an enormous 
amount of time to the community. He was an 
adjunct professor of criminal justice at Coppin 
State College. In addition, he has lectured at 
numerous universities and colleges throughout 
the country. As one of the original founders 
and president of Black Law Enforcement Ex
ecutives [NOBLE], he displayed dynamic lead
ership in building a distinguished organization. 

Gov. William Donald Schaefer recognized 
Mr. Robinson's abilities and appointed him to 
the position of Secretary for the Department 
of Public Safety and Correctional Services on 
March 12, 1987. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure in taking this 
opportunity to honor Secretary Bishop L. Rob
inson for his outstanding career and unselfish 
service to the State of Maryland and our 
Nation. He is an American role model we all 
can be proud of. 

JOHN SMITH: LEADING THE 
WAY 

HON. WIWAM LEHMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 
May 20th, John Smith, one of north Dade's 
leading citizens, was honored at the 14th 
annual Dade County Schools Volunteer Rec
ognition Ceremony. As the essential, ultimate 
volunteer, John's award was most deserved. 

John Smith is the kind of volunteer who 
does a lot more than just help out. He is an 
activist who makes things happen. His vision, 
energy and ability has made a substantial dif
ference in north Dade's parks, recreation, 
transportation, education, and business. 

His activities for the benefit of our communi
ty are legend. As chairman of the Transporta
tion Appropriations Subcommittee, I know 
first-hand that the south Florida tri-county 
commuter rail system would never have hap
pended without his leadership and dedication. 

We have some special people in our com
munity, but no one like John Smith. He's truly 
one of a kind, and we are lucky to have him. I 
would like to share with my colleagues an arti
cle that appeared in the Miami Herald which 
describes some of his other achievements. 

The article follows: 
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[From the Miami Herald, May 29, 1988] 

FOR LEADING VOLUNTEER, HONORS COME HIS 
WAY-DADE SCHOOLS HAIL MAN WHO AIDS 
KIDS 

<By Jeffrey Kleinman) 
John Smith's office is full of awards. 

About 80 of them. All recognizing the quin
tessential volunteer. 

"It's my hobby," said Smith, the manager 
of the Cloverleaf Bowling Lanes in North 
Dade. "Some people would rather play golf. 
I volunteer." 

Smith, in his 70s, does most of his volun
teering for Dade County public school stu
dents. Representing Cloverleaf, he doles out 
awards, conducts rap sessions and opens up 
the lanes for achievers. 

For his efforts during the past year, the 
Dade school system honored Smith and 146 
others Thursday morning at the 14th 
annual School Volunteers Recognition Cere
mony. The honor was for volunteers who 
worked at least 150 hours last year. 

There are 14,000 school volunteers in the 
county, said Carol Renick, director of the 
school system's Department of Community 
Participation. 

"John Smith as a volunteer has made a 
world of difference," she said. "He's lent an 
extra hand to the teachers and created the 
one-on-one rapport so often missing because 
of classroom size." 

Smith also was singled out at the ceremo
ny as a southeastern regional finalist in the 
national awards program. 

"I don't think it's possible to exist without 
getting involved," said Smith, who lives in 
Norwood. 

Smith started volunteering in the schools 
in 1957, the year that Cloverleaf Lanes 
opened and he became manager. He contact
ed the principal at Norland High, said he 
planned to give out awards for scholastic 
achievement, and did just that. 

Cloverleaf's awards program grew and 
grew. Smith recently hosted a luncheon for 
students from more than 100 schools. He 
also recently awarded 10,000 certificates for 
students who excelled in math and English. 

At Hibiscus Elementary, Smith set up a 
program to improve attendance. All stu
dents with a perfect record at the end of 
this semester get two free games of bowling. 

"We all need to be recognized and be 
loved," he said. 

One of Smith's current projects is helping 
to arrange for first- and second-grade public 
school classes at the Sunshine State Indus
trial Park, which employs about 10,000 
workers just west of the the Golden Glades 
Interchange. 

No doubt that he will see it through. His
tory is on his side. 

Two years ago, at a run-down government 
housing complex in Carol City, Smith 
helped tum things around. He helped bring 
about the cleanup of neglected property and 
organized a community center that now pro
vides adult classes and day care. 

"You can't take out of a community with
out giving back," Smith said. "Some don't 
realize the need." 
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VOICE OF DEMOCRACY 

SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 

HON. ANDY IRELAND 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, each year the 

Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States 
and its Ladies Auxiliary conduct the Voice of 
Democracy Broadcast Scriptwriting Contest. 
This year more than 300,000 secondary 
school students participated in the contest 
competing for the nine national scholarships 
totaling $42,500, which was distributed among 
the top nine winners. The contest theme this 
year was "America's Liberty-Our Heritage." 

The winning script from the State of Florida 
was written by one of my constituents, Mani
sha Singh, of Lake Alfred, FL. I would like to 
submit Manisha's work in today's RECORD for 
the benefit of my colleagues: 

AMERICA'S LIBERTY-OUR HERITAGE 
The shrill sounds of gunfire intrude upon 

a quiet night, erupting constantly in harsh, 
angry tones. Men in different shades of 
green cross the front line. A soldier dives 
into a nearby trench-grenades exploding 
behind him. The fury of an M- 16lashes out 
violating a peaceful summer day. The end
less wail of a helicopter clashes with the 
hum of a tank in the distance. 

The sharp click of the soldiers heels turns 
my thoughts to reality once more. The sol
dier, clad immaculately in blue, turns to 
march twenty-one even steps on the smooth 
white marble. As I look out I see perfect 
rows of small white crosses extending over 
hills of green. Our heritage lies here in the 
souls of those who gave their lives for liber
ty-our most precious heritage. It also lies 
in the hearts of those today who remember 
crossing a lonely battlefield hoping to raise 
the American flag in triumph of liberty. 

As I pass the grave of John F. Kennedy, 
the delicate orange glow of the eternal 
flame catches my eye, and I recall his im
mortal words- "Ask not what your country 
can do for you: Ask what you can do for 
your country." These words are filled with 
dedication- dedication to our liberty, our 
America. Many people devoted their lives to 
make our America great. One of th e first of 
these was Thomas Jefferson. Jefferson dedi
cated his life to the fight for the independ
ence of America. In drafting the declaration 
of Independence, he established a tradition 
of freedom and embodied the libert ies that 
every American would have. 

In American today, we do not have to 
fight for our freedom; it is granted to us at 
birth. This is why so many people from 
other nations flock to America. Over the 
years it has provided a home for people of 
many different ethnic backgrounds. It has 
also provided the freedom and the opportu
nity to succeed. In no other country in the 
world can a person find as many opportuni
ties to fulfill his highest dreams. 

America's liberty is the result of the 
dream of our founding fathers. They also 
left us with many magnificant symbols of 
liberty. I remember standing in awe of them 
in the nation's capital. The Washington 
Monument stands proudly in remembrance 
of the great Father of America. The enormi
ty of the statue of Lincoln in the Lincoln 
Memorial is symbolic of his role in the 
making of American liberty. 
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The beauty of the Iwo Jima Memorial, 

brave Marines struggling to raise the Star
Spangled Banner in triumph of liberty, cre
ates a vivid impression of the true American 
dream. I remember standing in front of the 
Vietnam Wall marveling at the number of 
names engraved in the cold stone. There 
were flowers and flags placed along the wall. 
I saw an elderly woman kneeling in front of 
the wall crying, and a young man standing 
beside her. The young man, in a somber 
tone, uttered these words-"Dad, I'm the 
son you never got to see." 

Our heritage, liberty, is present in all of 
these symbols. The most symbolic, however, 
is Lady Liberty herself. She stands proudly 
representing the freedom that rings from 
coast to coast. She represents America's lib
erty, our heritage that has been handed 
down from generation to generation as a 
priceless heirloom our heritage which we 
should always cherish and work to preserve; 
our heritage-life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness for all. 

WHY GLASNOST CAN'T WORK 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, the New Repub

lic has recently published a brilliant analysis of 
the facts of the new glasnost and perestroika 
initiatives undertaken by Communist Party 
boss Mikhail Gorbachev. I emphasize the 
word "facts" because, unlike so much of the 
reports of glasnost we read today, this one 
doesn't seek to praise or blame the initiatives, 
but to understand them within the context of 
one-party rule in the Soviet Union. 

I strongly suggest that this piece be read by 
anyone who may have been caught up in the 
euphoria that has accompanied so many dis
cussions of the Gorbachev program. David 
Satter, who wrote this piece, avoids any kind 
of propagandizing, for or against, but raises 
important questions. Again, this is a fine arti
cle and should stimulate much discussion. 

At this point I wish to insert in the RECORD, 
"Why Glasnost Can't Work," by David Satter, 
in the New Republic, June 3, 1988: 

WHY GLASNOST CAN'T WORK 

<By David Satter> 
Moscow-Under Mikhail Gorbachev the 

Soviet Union is changing. A lull in political 
arrests has enabled independent social orga
nizations to proliferate in scores of cities. 
The regime has legalized private enterprise 
in the form of "cooperatives," and there are 
plans to give decision-making power to the 
heads of factories. Despite these develop
ments, however, there is an odd sensation of 
events taking place in a time crystal, acted 
out in an abstract dimension and motivated, 
like some exotic fertility rite, by a guilty 
need to propitiate the gods rather than by 
any real hope of achieving a concrete objec
tive. 

The problem is that discussion remains 
encased in ideology. The participants in the 
reform battle are free to describe society's 
problems and even to suggest superficial 
causes, but they cannot identify their ulti
mate source in the nature of the communist 
system, and this lacuna forces them to fall 
back on wishful thinking. No matter how se
verely they criticize existing conditions, 
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they must pretend that it is possible to en
gender economic dynamism while preserv
ing the Soviet totalitarian system. The ellip
tical nature of conversations, the half
truths and inconsistencies in official publi
cants are, in some ways, more striking now 
than during the peJ,"iod of "stagnation," 
when the leadership was content to defend 
the existing system. 

The impetus for reform in the Soviet 
Union came from the decline of the econo
my. For many years it could survive under 
conditions of spectacular wastefulness re
sulting from total centralization because it 
drew on unlimited numbers of workers and 
materials. By mid-1970s it was faced with an 
exhaustion of inputs. Even more serious, 
the West entered a new phase of the scien
tific revolution that emphasized not produc
tion in bulk but access to information and 
precise technology. Meanwhile, the Soviet 
Union was degrading steadily under the 
weight of the communist system. Food was 
rationed outside the major cities. It was the 
only industrial country in the world where 
life expectancy was falling <infant mortality 
is four to five times the rate in the West, 
and 16 percent of the children now being 
born have mental or physical debilities>. Yet 
none of this would have been enough to mo
tivate the present Soviet reform effort. 

What mattered was that economic ineffi
ciency began to threaten the effectiveness 
of the Soviet military. The danger was first 
described in 1985 by Marshal Nikolai Ogar
kov, the former Soviet chief of staff, in a 
book titled History Teaches Vigilance, and 
is now acknowledged by Soviet military and 
political leaders. "We should understand 
clearly," wrote Alexander Bovin in Izvestia 
in July 1987, "that if restructuring does not 
succeed . . . if not socialism but capitalism 
succeeds in mastering the new wave of the 
scientific technical revolution, then the bal
ance of forces in the world can change in 
favor of capitalism." 

Two Russian words, glasnost (publicity, 
not openness) and perestroika <reconstruc
tion), have become associated with the two 
aspects of the Soviet reform program. Glas
nost applies to political reforms-in particu
lar, the lifting of various restrictions on in
formation, speech, and social organization. 
Perestroika, the program of changes in the 
economic and political mechanism, is less 
advanced because it bears directly on the 
structure of power. In response to the mili
tary crisis, Gorbachev has called for "revo
lutionary transformations" in the economy, 
but so far structural changes have been 
hesitant. The Party owes its monopoly of 
power to its concentration of both economic 
and political control. Any adjustment 
toward individual initiative weakens the 
Party's control even as it improves the econ
omy. 

For the moment the authorities have con
centrated on glasnost, which is expected to 
create an air of change and the impression 
that finally Soviet society is going to deal 
with its unacknowledged problems. It is also 
a way of making citizens aware that more is 
expected of them. Culture and the press are 
strikingly more liberal, and the limits on al
lowable political activity are much wider. It 
would have posed a risk to the legitimacy of 
the system had not the regime prepared 
Soviet citizens by disassociating Gorbachev 
from past repression in a major rewrite of 
Soviet ideology. The new, "correct" version, 
which will soon be taught dutifully in every 
Soviet school, divides Soviet history into 
two parts: "genuine socialism" under Lenin 
until 1924 and now under Gorbachev, and 
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the "distortions of socialism" during the in
tervening 61-year period. With this ideologi
cal preparation, the faults of the system can 
now be acknowledged and attributed to any 
of the five past leaders. 

In terms of its impact on the population, 
the most important aspect of glasnost has 
been the change in the press, which in 18 
short months has probably published more 
critical articles than in the entire previous 
60 years. It has stunned Soviet public opin
ion. The exposure of the crimes of the 
Stalin era goes far beyond Khrushchev. 
With a few exceptions-such as the Katyn 
Forest massacre and the fate of Raoul Wal
lenberg-there seems to be no hesitation 
about publishing the truth of Stalin's 
period in power. The literary monthly Novy 
Mir published an estimate that ten million 
peasants died in the forced collectivization 
of agriculture, and the Soviet weekly Nede
lya has indicated that 50 million Soviets 
died as a result of Stalin's policies. 

Historical truthfulness ends, however, in 
the discussion of Lenin. He remains a saint. 
There is no chance to connect Lenin to one
party dictatorship, the concentration 
camps, and subordination of justice to police 
terror. He and Stalin must be depicted as 
polar opposites to preserve the legitimacy of 
the system. 

There now are relatively few forbidden 
topics, but the coverage of every subject 
must avoid any attempt to analyze underly
ing causes. A good example of what Soviet 
citizens can now read was a recent story in 
Literaturnaya Gazeta entitled "Zone of Si
lence," which described how Akhmadjan 
Adilov, the director of a collective farm in 
Uzbekistan and a hero of socialist labor, as 
well as one of the most powerful men in the 
republic, turned his collective farm into a 
slave colony with a guarded perimeter, his 
own private army, palace, courts, and under
ground prison. Adilov was protected by his 
ties to the top Party leaders in Uzbekistan, 
and in the Soviet Union, the organs of law 
enforcement are always under the Party's 
control. In the Adilov case, Literaturnaya 
Gazeta could ask how it was possible for 
Adilov to have committed such crimes with 
impunity, but was not free to give the obvi
ous response. 

Another example of the self-limiting 
nature of press coverage was a report in 
Moscow News about the attempted hijack
ing of a Soviet airliner by 11 members of the 
Ovechkin family, from Irkutsk, which ended 
with the storming of the plane and the 
deaths of five hijackers, a stewardess, and 
five passengers. The hijackers had asked to 
be flown to Finland, but the pilot landed 
the plane at an airport near Leningrad, 
where it was stormed by an anti-terror 
squad. Moscow News asked whether the de
cision to land the plane on Soviet territory 
had not been a costly one, but it failed to 
ask the much more obvious question, which 
was whether a family like the Ovechkins 
would have resorted to hijacking if they had 
been able freely to leave the country. 

The liberalization in the press has been 
accompanied by a dramatic opening in the 
field of culture. But it still takes place 
within a Leninist framework. With the ex
ception of the works of Solzhenitsyn and 
other emigres, such as Vassily Grossman's 
novella Forever Flowing, which touch di
rectly on Lenin, almost all of the suppressed 
classics of Soviet literature are now being 
published, including the works of Platonov, 
Zamyatin, Pasternak, and Bulgakov. The 
censorship that weighed so heavily in litera
ture has been lifted. Nonetheless, political 
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writing remains controlled on the same lines 
as journalism, and so imaginative literature 
is deprived of its intellectual context. Artis
tic works are also often the subject of delib
erately misleading criticism. Novels and 
memoirs of the Stalin period are said to 
indict Stalin, not socialism, and the intro
duction of excerpts of Orwell's 1984, which 
has just been published, explains that the 
novel is about fascism. 

In an effort to inspire citizen activism, the 
Gorbachev leadership has also granted lim· 
ited political self-expression. The authori
ties have released hundreds of political pris
oners and, in general, are not making new 
political arrests. In order to be arrested, it 
once was enough to write an article and 
show it to a friend or to criticize the regime 
in the compartment of a train. The regime 
has now decided to grant some freedom of 
expression. Previously the authorities acted 
quickly to suppress any type of independent 
organization, no matter now insignificant. 
Now they appear ready to accept a limited 
freedom of association. For the moment the 
only persons who are singled out for perse
cution are those who undertake independ
ent political action, such as Pairur Arikyan, 
an Armenian nationalist who played an im
portant role in demonstrations in Armenia, 
or members of the Democracy and Human
ism seminar who are trying to organize an 
independent political party. 

To some extent this tentative political tol
erance is useful to the authorities. In the 
past, any independent group or publication 
was regarded immediately as a focal point of 
opposition. Today, when the Gorbachev 
leadership is anxious to put pressure on un
cooperative local authorities to implement 
its policies, independent organizations have 
suddenly become useful, especially if they 
lack political sophistication and can be put 
to work fighting against local "enemies of 
perestoika." 

The diminution of political persecution 
has changed the atmosphere in Moscow and 
created the odd situation of a wave that is 
always just about to break. Every Soviet cit
izen who has been unfairly denied an apart
ment or fired from his job can now come to 
Moscow to seek justice in the reception 
halls of government organizations. These 
petitioners-"truth-seekers," as they are 
called-are arriving in thousands only to 
find that the press's indignation does not 
extend to individuals. As in the period of 
"stagnation," no one is interested in their 
complaints. 

Reflecting the strange spirit of the times, 
Abulfazfizza Aliskerov, an Azerbaijani 
woman who said she had been cheated out 
of her home by local officials, set herself on 
fire on February 12 in the reception hall of 
the Supreme Soviet, the fictitious Soviet 
parliament. "I've been coming here for ten 
years," she shouted, "for ten years, they 
refuse to receive me. There is no Soviet 
power in the Soviet Union!" 

The policy of glasnost, with its Leninist 
version of freedom, has had mixed results, 
inspiring hope, principally among the intel
lectuals, and fear among the workers, who 
have little faith that any good can come out 
of "the latest campaign." But a psychologi
cal change of some kind is necessary if the 
country is not to be thrown into chaos as 
the leadership begins to move to implement 
perestroika. 

Perestroika amounts to an attempt to 
force Soviet citizens to work harder in a 
system that is inefficient because it remains 
under the Party's complete control. It con
sists of two parts-the organization of inde-
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pendent businesses in the form of coopera
tives or private ateliers, and the reorganiza
tion of the state sector so that each enter
prise will be responsible for making a 
"profit" on the basis of prices assigned by 
the state. To a certain extent the two as
pects of perestroika are expected to be com
plementary, the private businesses improv
ing the quality of services and the plan for 
"self-financing" improving the quality of 
the production of the state. In both cases 
what is at stake is an attempt to induce 
Soviet citizens to show economic initiative 
in a party-controlled economic structure. 

The first aspect of the new economic pro
gram is the development of an embryonic 
private sector, which the authorities hope 
will help to stimulate the state sector. To 
work in a private business, an individual 
must be willing to hold a full-time job in the 
state sector and to work in the business in 
his spare time. This means that the state is 
able to squeeze extra work out of each ener
getic "cooperator" or individualchik, and 
they, in turn, are encouraged to recruit 
wives and children to fill in for them in the 
private business. That way they make it pos
sible for the economy to exploit untapped 
"labor resources." 

Despite these conditions, however, Soviet 
citizens are slowly beginning to form private 
businesses, because in an economy where 
the services are uniformly shoddy, the re
wards for independent enterprise can be 
high. There are now about 300,000 people 
engaged in individual labor activity and an 
estimated 150,000 people in about 14,000 co
operatives. 

The appearance in the Soviet Union of 
private businesses that have official status 
and pay taxes does not represent structural 
change. In the past many of the services in
volved were provided by the black market, 
and so the private enterprises are only a 
means to bring part of the parallel economy 
back under the control of the state. The 
main importance of the independent enter
prises is encouraging an environment in 
which citizens are expected to show initia
tive if they want rewards, with the same 
principle to be applied on a much larger 
scale in the state sector in the plan for self
financing, or khozrachet. 

In fact, the plan for self-financing is the 
keystone of the entire economic reform and, 
with it, probably the Gorbachev program as 
a whole. It gives to the management of 
Soviet enteprises what they have always 
lacked: a measure of autonomy. Under the 
new law on state enterprises, the enterprise 
has the right to make decisions about the 
disposition of resources, finding suppliers 
and disposing of part of its production 
either directly or through a new wholesale 
trade network, with prices set by agreement 
under the supervision of state price forma
tion bodies. 

For the moment the reform has had virtu
ally no effect on the economy because the 
place of plan indicators has been taken by 
"state orders," making the system even 
more cumbersome than before. The eco
nomic reform is not expected to go into op
eration fully until the next five-year plan, 
which begins in 1991. At that time, however, 
it will be full of omnious possibilities be
cause, although it does not correct for any 
of the structural defects in the Soviet econ
omy, it offers abundant opportunities to 
reduce the already thoroughly exploited 
Soviet worker to a new level of poverty 
while depriving him of the one thing that 
made his poverty bearable: the confidence 
that his pay was assured and he could not 
be fired from his job. 
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The most important aspect of the new 

system from the point of view of the indi
vidual worker is that it threatens his wages, 
because the wage fund will no longer be 
handed down to the enterprise from above 
but will depend on the enterprise's own 
income. This would be reasonable in the 
context of a free market. It is menacing 
under Soviet conditions, where the ability of 
the enterprise to earn an income depends 
marginally on the enterprise but mainly on 
the economic conditions created by the 
state. 

For all of Gorbachev's talk of increasing 
economic independence, there is no indica
tion that he plans to end the factors that 
account for the inefficiency of Soviet indus
try, even under conditions of reform. Under 
the new system, and enterprise's production 
must fully accord first with the economic 
plan, second with state orders, and only 
then Vl.ith orders from customers. If the 
share of state orders is significant, as it ap
pears it will be, the new reform will carry 
within itself the seeds of the Soviet econo
my's existing irrationality-the omissions of 
the planning agency, the inefficiency of the 
supply agency, the interference of the qual
ity control agency, the inflexibility of minis
tries, and the unreliability of the Soviet rail
ways. This will be all the more true if, as 
seems likely, there is no change in the 
system of giving absolute priority to mili
tary production, because the organization of 
the country as a military machine both im
poverishes the civilian economy and sub
jects it to constant disruption 

Under these circumstances, Soviet work
ers may find that their salaries are subject 
to sharp reductions because of the enter
prises failure to make a profit, even though 
that failure was the result of factors com
pletely outside the enterprise's control. 
Such a situation has already led to strikes 
and will in the future. They may also find 
that their security will be destroyed by 
rapid inflation as enterprises, in order to 
become "profitable" without any improve
ment in efficiency, simply raise prices shift
ing the cost of economic reform to the con
sumer. 

Significantly, there are no signs that the 
authorities are thinking in terms of positive 
incentives to work harder, except for the 
vague possibility of higher pay for workers 
in enterprises that-according to central cal
culations-make a "profit." This possibility 
means very little in the Soviet context 
unless the stores are well stocked and work
ers who earn rubles have something to buy 
with them. As matters stand, meat and 
dairy products are being rationed all over 
the Soviet Union and the food supply situa
tion is actually getting worse because of cuts 
in imported meat and grain. Even bread has 
fallen in quality. 

The overwhelming impression is that if 
"self-financing" is to work at all, it will 
depend not on positive incentives to work 
better, but on fear of losing what little the 
workers already earn-and of unemploy
ment. Soviet factories already have begun 
experimenting with eliminating positions 
and distributing some of the savings to the 
other workers. The Soviet Union has always 
prided itself on giving workers complete job 
security, but the plans for self-financing call 
for the closing of inefficient enterprises, 
and there is talk of eliminating 16 million 
jobs by the year 2000. 

The Soviet Union has entered a transi
tional period in its history. Faced with an 
urgent need to inspire initiative, but unwill
ing to give up power, the authorities have 
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responded with glasnost and perestroika. 
They have decided to rewrite to their advan
tage the long-standing social contract be
tween the Party and the Soviet people ac
cording to which the population trades obe
dience for security and freedom from any 
obligation to work. As part of perestroika 
the authorities now want Soviet citizens not 
only to work but also to accept an unprece
dented level of insecurity. In return they 
are willing to give them more glasnost-the 
appearance, though not the substance, of 
rights. 

It is already clear what institutionalized 
glasnost will consist of: exposures of corrup
tions in the press, but no system of justice 
for individuals; the right to criticize "in the 
spirit of the Party," but no public hearing 
for independent ideas; the right to demon
strate in the interests of the Party, and to 
vote for factory directors as long as the di
rector remains subordinated to the local 
Party. Can the authorities persuade Soviet 
workers to accept economic risks in return 
for conditional or illusory freedoms? The 
answer is probably not. 

All reports suggest that the workers are 
convinced that perestroika is a sham and 
that Gorbachev is the latest baltoon <blab
bermouth> who "promises everything and 
delivers nothing" and is just trying to ex
ploit them further. They are angry about 
the anit-alcohol campaign, which forced 
them to wait in humiliating lines and de
prived them of their only escape. They are 
panic-stricken about the possibility of price 
increases, since they have barely enough to 
make ends meet as it is. 

It is reasonable to predict that if Gorba
chev seeks the funds that he needs for in
vestment from higher prices and lower 
wages, under conditions in which there is a 
slackening of centralized control, the result 
will be a nationwide revolt consisting of 
cheating, theft, disobedience, and petty sab
otage. This would worsen conditions until 
the central authorities were forced to give 
in. 

The anti-alcohol campaign is a case in 
miniature of what Gorbachevism is attempt
ing to do on a grander scale. It began almost 
immediately after Gorbachev took office. It 
was an attempt to solve a social problem 
with administrative means. The price of 
vodka was increased, and the production of 
vodka cut. At the same time police began 
picking up anyone who was drunk in public 
and factory directors were warned not to 
tolerate any drinking at work. 

At first the campaign against alcoholism 
produced some successes. The consumption 
of alcohol was reduced, and there was a de
cline in work-related accidents and in crimes 
committed while drunk. Gradually, howev
er, the Soviet population reacted by begin
ning to produce moonshine vodka, and this 
clandestine production has reached the 
point where it can no longer be controlled. 

Nikolai, Shmelev, an economist writing in 
the monthly Novy Mir, estimated that if, in 
the early 1980s, two-thirds of the income 
from the sale of alcoholic beverages went to 
the government and one-third to moon
shines, today those percentages are reversed 
without any permanent drop in the level of 
consumption. The loss of revenue to the 
government, in the meantime, has been 
made up by printing money. 

The core of the problem is that Gorba
chev is trying to induce workers to show ini
tiative by giving them rights within a Lenin
ist framework, whereas initiative is a char
acteristic of freedom and presupposses the 
existence of genuine human rights. The di-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
lemma of people educated in Soviet society 
in the fate of an attempt to displace them 
psychologically was expressed by a 33-year
old mother of three in a letter to Pravda on 
January 18, "Like many others," she wrote, 
"Our generation was brought up under so
cialism and without belief in God. One 
might say that socialism and its ideals were 
our God. . . . As a result of the policy of 
Glasnost and unrestrained criticism . . . the 
idea of socialism under which we have lived 
for 70 years and which determines our aims 
and the purpose of our existence has, to 
some extent, been discredited. I cannot 
speak for everyone, but my own faith has 
been shaken." If the reform of the economy 
continues and glasnost accompanies it, the 
faith of many others will be shaken too. 

The only way really to introduce truth 
into an ideological fabric is to reject the 
fabric and give people rights, or to see the 
fabric progressively torn until there is no al
ternative but to dominate people through 
naked force. 

The Soviet Union has shown an interest in 
Western credits to finance perestroika. One 
figure that has been mentioned is $50 bil
lion. It is not surprising that the Soviets 
have moderated the tone of their hostile 
propaganda and are devoting considerable 
efforts to persuade us to discard the "image 
of the enemy" when we think of them, an 
image that might make us reluctant to 
repeat the error of the 1970s in providing 
the credits and technology they needed to 
build up their military potential. · 

In considering the proposals for "coopera
tion" and "mutual help," however, we might 
bear in mind that the Soviet Union has the 
means to solve its economic crisis independ
ently if the Party is ready to renounce ex
pansion and share power. To have the re
sources necessary to help awaken the pro
ductive capacities of the population, it 
would be enough to decollectivize agricul
ture, adandon a few expensive overseas cli
ents, and reduce the size of the Soviet 
armed forces to a level sufficient for securi
ty but not for intimidation. 

In the absence of such steps there is no al
ternative, as Gorbachev has said, to glasnost 
and perestroika. But it is the Soviet Union's 
Leninist framework that these measures 
seek to perpetuate, and it is this framework 
that makes the Soviet Union aggressive and 
militaristic. There is no conceivable reason 
why the cost of maintaining it should be 
shared by the West. 

LET'S SUPPORT THE UNITED 
STATES/CANADA FREE TRADE 
AGREEMENT WITHOUT DELAY 

HON. TOBY ROTH 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, back in 1911, the 

Canadian Conservative Party campaigned on 
the theme "Neither Trucks Nor Trade With the 
Yankees," in protest against a free trade 
agreement that the Liberal Party had just en
tered with the United States. 

Now, 76 years later, Canadian Conservative 
Prime Minister Mulroney and President 
Reagan have signed a free-trade agreement, 
yielding the opportunity to open further the 
world's longest undefended border. 

June 3, 1988 
It seems that time not only heals all 

wounds, it enhances economic prosperity as 
well. 

In one of his weekly radio addresses, Presi
dent Reagan described this new pact as a 
"win-win" situation for both sides. That's un
doubtedly true. Recently, we've seen a much
welcomed surge in American exports. The es
tablishment of the United States-Canadian 
Free Trade Agreement would further aid our 
exports to the north. American businesses 
and industry have much to gain. 

The scope of United States-Canadian trade 
is enormous. Most Canadians live within a 
1 00-mile vicinity of the United States border, 
making it easier to trade with American busi
nesses than with their own outlaying Prov
inces. In 1986, bilateral trade in goods totaled 
$124 billion. Companies in the United States 
do more business with the Canadian Province 
of Ontario alone than all of Japan. 

Thus, the new agreement bodes well for 
American, and specifically Wisconsin, busi
nesses for three reasons. We have the advan
tage of proximity to this new market and cer
taintly stand to benefit from having 25 million 
potential customers at our doorstep. 

Further, Midwestern States make what 
Canada needs. The core of the largest bilater
al trade relationship in the world is in the 
Great Lakes region. Our neighbor to the north 
is our best foreign customer, doing over $450 
million worth of business with Wisconsin, Illi
nois, Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan. That's more 
than Canada trades with any other country in 
Africa, South America, Asia or even Europe. 

An additional plus is that 80 percent of 
these exports are in labor-intensive industries, 
directly contributing 430,000 jobs to this five
State region. 

Historically, Canada and the United States 
have maintained a low tariff wall compared to 
the rest of the world. However, for American 
products entering into Canada, this wall has 
been twice as high as for Canadian products 
coming the opposite direction. By lowering 
and eventually demolishing this wall, American 
businesses will be better able to compete with 
Canadian products. 

On a per capita basis, Wisconsin is the Na
tion's No. 1 exporting State. Therefore, its 
future economic growth, like that of our coun
try, is tied to foreign trade and the ability to be 
competitive in world markets. That's why we 
have so much to gain from the opening of the 
Canadian market. 

Upon enactment of the Free Trade Agree
ment, most barriers to trade and investment 
will be eliminated following a three-tiered tariff 
reduction schedule. While some food prod
ucts, apparel, and machines are subject to an 
immediate tariff reduction, other industries 
would be given several years in which to 
reduce their tariffs. All tariffs will be eliminated 
within 1 0 years. 

Just as important as tariff reduction is the 
elimination of other Canadian barriers to trade 
and investment. These nontariff barriers exist 
at both the national level, with Buy Canadian 
rules and customs procedures, as well as the 
province level. Canadian provinces enjoy 
much more autonomy than to American 
States. Provincial authorities have had the 
ability to enact their own trade procedures 
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and guidelines, often leaving American export
ers to deal with the whims of a provincial mar
keting board. 

Within the new agreement, such barriers are 
reduced and American products are accessi
ble in more provinces. 

This agreement deserves my colleagues' 
support. It does much to level the often 
talked-about playing field for trade. Further, 
within the United States-Canada trade arena, 
our products will be granted a favored status 
over those coming from the rest of the world. 

This is a historic opportunity to expand 
America's export sector. American business 
will benefit not from carving a bigger piece 
from the economic pie, but by taking advan
tage of a larger pie enhanced by this new 
trade agreement. 

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF A 
PIONEERING NEIGHBORHOOD 

HON. WIWAM 0. UPINSKI . 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure 

to bring to the attention of my colleagues the 
50th anniversary of a pioneering neighbor
hood group in my district, the Back of the 
Yards Neighborhood Council [BYNC]. Ameri
ca's oldest active community organization, the 
BYNC was cofounded by Joseph B. Meegan 
and Saul Alinsky in 1939 to promote the inter
ests of and maintain their special neighbor
hood community. 

In its 50 years of service, this group has 
made a special contribution to the youth of 
Chicago. Its juvenile welfare committee has 
been acclaimed as unique and outstanding in 
delinquency prevention and treatment. This in
cluded the formation of Big Brother and Big 
Sister programs for all juveniles arrested and 
referred by the police. Its 34 Mothers' Clubs 
have sponsored educational and health pro
grams. The education committee of local, 
public, and private school principals and dis
trict superintendents works together to insure 
quality education for Chicago. In pursuit of this 
goal, the council has also sponsored summer 
school programs in reading, modern math, art, 
music, and physical education as well as an 
excellent recreation program administered by 
a recreation committee which consists of 1 0 
park and playground supervisors and subsi
dizes numerous holiday parties. The Career 
School and Seminar which the council spon
sors each year for more than 1 ,000 eighth 
grade students gives them a chance to learn 
about job possibilities of the future from lead
ers of business, industry, education, labor, 
health, and public service. Of national impor
tance has been the council's 1943 drive for a 
National/State School Lunch and Milk Pro
gram to provide all children in America a hot 
lunch and milk at a low, affordable cost. This 
program became a model for the 83,000 
public and private school districts where it 
continues to benefit the young people of 
America. 

Another major accomplishment of this orga
nization has been the redevelopment of the 
Chicago Stock yards area which has attracted 
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the additional industry and jobs essential to 
the community. While pursuing this goal, the 
council conducted a title search of 13,500 
homes in the community and maintains up to 
date records on the ownership of all homes, 
apartments, business, and industrial properties 
which make up the Back of the Yards Neigh
borhood. For the benefit of its neighbors, the 
council also worked in conjunction with more 
than 200 local insurance agencies to provide 
low cost tenant and homeowners insurance. It 
has also worked with Illinois' Commonwealth 
Edison Co. and local contractors to modernize 
electrical service at low cost to owners of 
more than 5,000 homes and sponsored a 
communitywide effort to prevent the loss of 
lives and property by selling more than 11 ,000 
smoke alarms at cost in the council's office. 
This spirit of community involved has also 
been encouraged in the young through the 
junior citizens committee in area schools 
which participate in community betterment 
programs. 

The contributions that the Back of the 
Yards Neighborhood Council have made to 
the community during their 50 years of service 
are immeasurable. I am sure my colleagues 
join me today in recognizing and honoring the 
council's dedication and commitment to the 
people of the Back of the Yards and con
gratulating them upon the 50th anniverary of 
their founding. 

INDIA'S REPRESSION DESERVES 
ACTION 

HON. WALLY HERGER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 3, 1988 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, this Nation has 
long had a commitment to ensuring freedom 
and democracy for individuals around the 
world. Indeed, an inscription here in the Cap
itol states that: "Wherever liberty is in chains, 
and people are fighting for it, they are fighting 
for America." 

It is for this reason that I have been con
cerned with the well-documented instances of 
human rights violations that have been taking 
place against innocent Sikh men, women, and 
children in the Punjab state in India. 

The Sikh minority has been the most pro
ductive minority in India. While representing 
only 2 percent of the total population of India, 
the Sikh agricultural community produces 73 
percent of India's wheat reserves, and 48 per
cent of her rice reserves. Unfortunately, the 
Indian Government denies the Sikh people 
even the most basic freedoms. Innocent Sikhs 
continue to be arrested and held without 
charge for up to 3 years by the Indian secret 
police, often undergoing torture and even 
death at the hands of their interrogators. Elec
tions are not allowed, entire rivers have been 
diverted out of the Punjab, and a strict state 
of emergency was imposed, one which result
ed in the arrest of more than 23,000 citizens 
who participated in the peaceful general 
strike. 

Additionally, India's growing alignment with 
the Soviet bloc has been well documented. 
The Indian Government has supported the 

13391 
Communist Sandinista government in Nicara
gua, voted with Fidel Castro and Ethiopian 
President Mengistu at the United Nations-in 
fact, India votes against the United States in 
the United Nations more often than the Soviet 
L.Jnion, perhaps as much as 94 percent of the 
time-and recently purchased an attack sub
marine from the Soviets capable of carrying 
cruise missiles and torpedoes. There have 
also been charges that Indian advisers have 
actively participated in the Soviet war in Af
ghanistan. Clearly, the current Government of 
India is no ally of the United States. 

The vast majority of Sikhs are hard-working 
and peaceful people who only seek the rights 
and privileges that are provided to other mi
nority groups in India. It is time that our Nation 
speak out in support of this oppressed minori
ty and send a strong signal to Prime Minister 
Ghandi that we cannot tolerate indiscriminate 
violations against human rights. The United 
States should not do business with those na
tions which ignore the issue. 

We might make our stand on human rights 
clearer by suspending most-favored-nation 
status for the Indian Government. My col
league, Representative BILL McCOLLUM, re
cently suggested that this would be an impor
tant first step toward pressuring the Indians to 
respect the basic rights and freedoms of the 
Sikh minority. Most-favored-nation status 
should be reserved for those countries which 
adhere to the same internationally recognized 
standards of human rights that we demand of 
our other allies, and those countries whose 
behavior and conduct toward the United 
States remains reasonable and supportive. 
India meets neither of these standards. 

As I have emphasized in the past, India has 
it within their grasp to address the concerns 
expressed by a number of my colleagues. The 
Sikh people have repeatedly stressed that 
they are willing to negotiate with Mr. Gandhi 
for their God-given rights and freedoms. I 
would hope that both sides would work toward 
this goal, peacefully, and quickly. 

SURGEON GENERAL'S REPORT 
SUPPORTS SLOWING CIGA
RE'ITE ADDICTION BY ADJUST
ING CIGARE'ITE EXCISE TAX 

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 3, 1988 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, as we are well 
aware, cigarettes and other forms of tobacco 
are dangerous. They are responsible for more 
than 300,000 premature deaths each year in 
the United States alone. They are addicting. 
They are associated with heart disease, lung 
disease, cancer, and burns. They are the larg
est single preventable cause of illness and 
death in this country. A substantial excise tax 
on cigarettes would dampen demand for the 
product, and thus reduce many of the prob
lems and costs associated with tobacco use. 

Despite the danger of these products and 
the economic costs associated with the dev
astating problems they cause, the cigarette 
excise tax has not kept pace with the rate of 
inflation. In 1951 , the tax on a pack of ciga-
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rettes was 8 cents. In 1982, Congress passed 
legislation to raise the tax from 8 cents to 16 
cents a pack. However, even with this 
change, the cigarette excise tax rate has 
Jagged far behind the increase in the cost of 
living over the past few decades. Currently, 
Federal tax as a percent of cigarette price
including tax-is at 16.6 percent, the same 
percentage as it was in 1975. The result has 
been increased costs to the individual and so
ciety. 

On January 7, 1987, I introduced a bill to 
double the cigarette excise tax from 16 cents 
to 32 cents a pack. Not only would this action 
reduce the Federal deficit, but it would dis
courage people from starting to smoke. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimates 
that the Federal revenue generated by an in
creased cigarette excise tax would be over $3 
billion per year. It would also save billions in 
health costs in the years to come. The cost of 
medical care for smoking-related disease 
amounts to an estimated $21 billion per year. 
This represents 7 percent of the total national 
expenditures on personal health care. An 
even greater economic toll is the $37 billion 
lost in productivity and earnings to U.S. busi
ness every year. It is estimated that the cost 
of smoking-related illness to Medicare and 
Medicaid will exceed $5 billion a year. 

The use of tobacco products by schoolage 
children, adolescents, and adults affects the 
well-being of our society. Preventing the initi
ation of tobacco use must be a priority. The 
Surgeon General's report, "The Health Con
sequences of Smoking: Nicotine Addiction," 
released on May 16, 1988, makes it clear that 
the nicotine in tobacco is an addictive drug, 
and deadly to one's health, just like heroin, 
cocaine, and other controlled substances. 
While we are trying extraordinary measures to 
solve the drug crisis, we should at least con
sider a modest adjustment in the cigarette 
excise tax in order to discourage consump
tion. 

The Surgeon General's report says that the 
cost and availability of cigarettes are impor
tant in the "initation and maintenance" of 
smoking. According to the report, "human cig
arette smokers can be motivated with positive 
and negative cost incentives." From an eco
nomic perspective, when the price of a com
modity increases, the intake of the substance 
decreases. Therefore, an increase in the ciga
rette excise tax will lead to decreased con
sumption. The Surgeon General further indi
cates that the "widespread ready availability 
and relatively low cost of tobacco products 
have contributed to the much higher rates of 
mortality associated with tobacco." 

By providing a negative cost incentive, we 
will be providing an impetus for current smok
ers to quit. Several years ago, it was estimat
ed that an 8 cent a pack increase in taxes 
would lead to 1.8 million quitting, or not start
ing to smoke. This would include over 400,000 
teenagers, more than half a million young 
adults 20 to 25, and nearly half a million 
adults 26 to 35. 

In the long run, an increase in the cigarette 
excise tax from 16 cents to 32 cents would 
decrease the health care expenditures of soci
ety in general, and the Federal Government in 
particular. However, even more importantly, it 
will save Jives. 
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EIGHTEENTH ANNUAL FESTA 

ITALIAN A 

HON. MA TIHEW J. RINALDO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring 

to the attention of my colleagues in the 
House, and particularly those from New 
Jersey and New York, that on June 11 Italian
American organizations in the State of New 
Jersey and thousands of Italian-American citi
zens of the Garden State will join together in 
a celebration of their unique heritage at the 
18th annual Festa Italians at the Garden State 
Arts Center in Homdel, NJ. 

Just as past festivals have attracted large 
crowds, this one promises to be an outdoor 
extravaganza of good Italian food, music, en
tertainment and cultural pride. The purpose is 
to remind Italian-American citizens of New 
Jersey of their rich cultural and ethnic herit
age, and to raise funds to benefit the Garden 
State Cultural Center. The center provides 
free programs in the arts for school children, 
senior citizens, disabled veterans, and the 
blind from all over New Jersey. 

Under the chairmanship of Anthony P. 
Lordi, Sr., of Linden, the 18th annual Festa 
ltaliana continues a tradition started in 1971 
under its first chairman, Alphonse A. Miele. 
Successive chairmen of the event were Frank 
A. Campione, Renato R. Biribin, Louis J. DiGir
olama, Jr., John A. Appezzato, Modesta 
Farina, and John Gatto. 

This year Carmen L. Urso of Linden will 
serve with Frank Sciarrillo of Chatham as co
chairmen of the event. Anthony Carpiniello is 
the chairman and Charles S. Piazza is co
chairman of scholarships; Ralph Champa is 
the ad book chairman and Frank Guida co
chairman, Salvatore J. Finelli is the treasurer; 
Mary Finelli is the recording secretary. 

Many talented musicians, dancers, singers, 
and performers will entertain throughout the 
day under the chairmanship of Guilio Carne
vale and his cochairpersons, Beverly Geiger 
and Maria Auriema. 

Festa ltaliana is famed for its food, and 
Eileen Di Nizo and Patricia De Prospero are in 
charge of this part of the celebration. Other 
prominent Italian-Americans also are serving 
on the committee. They include Rev. Joseph 
Maffei of St. Anthony's Church in Elizabeth, 
Elaine and Renato Biribin, Chris Albanese, AI 
Vecchione, Robert J. Tarte, Cesarina Earl, 
Louise Sciarrillo, Lee Carlo, Michael Vacca, 
John L. Geiger, Carmen Ligato, Mario Farraro, 
Ann Bon Martin, Marion Sporaco, Anthony De 
Sopo, Joseph Martino and Lucy Schifano. 

The New York-New Jersey metropolitan 
area is home to millions of Italian-Americans. 
The two States rank first and second, respec
tively, in the number of their citizens with Ital
ian backgrounds. They add to the richness 
and variety of America, and they have contrib
uted to the growth of the Garden State and 
the pride that Italian-Americans take in their 
culture and heritage. 
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A FOND FAREWELL TO ALBERT 

J. "VOJTECH, SVOBODA, SR. 

HON. WILLIAM 0. UPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute and say farewell to one of my con
stituents, Mr. Albert J. "Vojtech" Svoboda, Sr., 
of Cicero, IL. Mr. Svoboda passed away last 
Thursday, May 26, 1988, and left us all with a 
loving memory of his kindness, his hard work, 
and his sense of fun. 

Albert Svoboda-or "Tata" as he was af
fectionately known by his children and grand
children-represented what I believe to be the 
best qualities in Americans. Born in 1902 in a 
small village just north of Prague, Czechoslo
vakia, Mr. Svoboda emigrated to the United 
States in the 1930s to seek the freedoms that 
would soon be denied his country by the 
Nazis. Settling in Cicero, IL, Mr. Svoboda de
voted himself to the realty business in the Chi
cagoland area and made a good life for him
self and his children. 
. As a testimony to his industriousness and 
hard work, Albert Svoboda was elected to 
serve as the chair of the South Lawndale
Crawford Real Estate Board in 1958. He then 
went on to become president of both the 
Southwest Multiple Listing Service (1960-62) 
and the 26th Street Real Estate Board (1964-
68) in Chicago, and was very much involved in 
the neighborhood development of the greater 
Chicago region. 

As chairman of the Democratic Council on 
Ethnic Americans, I am always on the lookout 
for Americans who exemplify our rich ethnic, 
immigrant tradition. Albert Svoboda was such 
an example. While proud to be an American, 
he never forgot his Czechoslovak roots and 
made certain his children could speak his 
native language and his heritage was passed 
on to future generations. He was an active 
member of the SOKOL athletic organization, 
the LYRA singing society, and many other 
Czechoslovak fraternal and social organiza
tions. His love of Czech music, dancing, and 
culture enriched all who came in contact with 
him and endeared him to many. 

Mr. Speaker, I know his friends and family 
from the old Czechoslovak neighborhood in 
Cicero will miss him greatly. I offer my condo
lences and salute a great Ethnic American
Albert J. "Vojtech" Svoboda, Sr. 

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING 
IRANIAN BAHA'IS 

HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, last week 

marked the 144th anniversary of the founding 
of the Baha'i faith. On May 23, 1844, in a 
small house in the city of Shiraz, Iran, the 
prophet Bab announced the beginning of the 
Baha'i faith. 
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Since that day, Iranian Baha'is have suf

fered severe persecution, solely for their belief 
in the divine authority of the founder of the 
faith. By 1850, the Bab's first disciple and 
20,000 others had died at the hands of fanati
cal mobs acting under orders of the Muslim 
clergy. Unfortunately, this savagery continues 
today. Over the past 8 years, nearly 200 Irani
an Baha'is have been executed, thousands 
more imprisoned, and many subjected to tor
ture on account of their religious beliefs. 

In 1982 and 1984, Congress adopted con
current resolutions urging the Government of 
Iran to uphold the rights of all its nationals, in
cluding members of the Baha'i faith. Today, 
along with my distinguished cochairman of the 
Congressional Human Rights Caucus, TOM 
LANTOS of California, and 81 of our col
leagues, I am introducing a similar measure. I 
urge the rest of my colleagues to join us in 
sponsoring this important resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time again for Congress to 
join over 1 00,000 American Baha'is in support 
of their brothers in Iran and elsewhere 
throughout the world. 

HONORING ALAN PRESS 

HON. ROBERT G. TORRICEW 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 

tribute to Alan Press, who will assume the 
presidency of the National Association of Life 
Underwriters [NALU] on September 29, 1988. 

Alan Press joined the Guardian Life in 1956, 
immediately upon graduation from Columbia 
College. He has been an agent, superviser, 
and was named general agent in 1964. His 
agency has been awarded the Guardian's 
coveted President's Cup four times, and is 
always in the top five of Guardian's over 1 00 
agencies. He is a past chairman of the Guard
ian's field advisory board. 

Mr. Press is a past president of the New 
York City and New York State Associations of 
Life Underwriters. He has chaired NALU's 
special committee on the taxation of life insur
ance. Mr. Press has testified on behalf of 
NALU before committees of the U.S. Senate, 
House of Representatives, and the New York 
State Commission on Insurance, Banking, and 
Financial Services concerning "Taxation of 
Life lnsuance," "Tax Treatment of Employee 
Benefits," and "Decontrol of Financial Institu
tions." 

Mr. Press has been a frequent contributor 
to LAN magazine, authorizing a series of arti
cles on A.L. Williams that ultimately formed 
the basis of the NALU video, "Rhetoric vs Re
ality." "Dealing with Replacement" a collec
tion of his LAN articles, was published as a 
brochure by NALU. Over 500,000 copies of 
the brochure have been distributed. 

He has been an editor of Probe magazine. 
His articles have also appeared in Best's mag
azine and the Financial Planner. He has been 
a main platform speaker at the Million Dollar 
Round Table, GAMC's LAMP, and the CLU 
Forum. He has spoken to life underwriter 
meetings in over 35 States. Memberships in
clude AALU, ASCLU, GAMC, and MORT. 
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Mr. Press has taken leadership roles in 

many civic and service groups. Such service 
includes: past president or chairman of the 
Jewish Big Brothers of New York, Northern 
Section; New Jersey Association for Children 
With Learning Disabilities; Demarest (NJ) 
Democratic Club, and the Demarest Zoning 
Board. 

Mr. Press lives in Demarest, NJ, with his 
wife Hanna, and their three children. I take 
great pleasure in honoring him today. 

A TRIBUTE TO REV. CHARLES 
WARD 

HON. DAVID E. PRICE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, I 

want today to call to the attention of my col
leagues the passing of a faithful minister of 
the Gospel and an outstanding citizen of my 
district, Rev. Dr. Charles William Ward, Sr., 
pastor of First Baptist Church in Raleigh, NC. 

A native of LaGrange, GA, he received his 
high school education at East Depot Street 
High School. He completed his higher educa
tion at Morehouse College; Howard University 
School of Religion; Bowman Gray School of 
Medicine, Winston-Salem, NC; the Urban 
Training Center, Chicago, IL; and Southeast
ern Baptist Theological Seminary, Wake 
Forest, NC. 

Ordained by Rev. Martin Luther King, Sr., 
Charles Ward led numerous congregations 
with great effectiveness, including First Baptist 
Church of Raleigh, where he has served for 
the past 29 years. He also presided over the 
Raleigh Ministerial Association and the Ra
leigh Interdenominational Ministerial Alliance. 

Charles Ward was a civic leader, who as
sumed a leadership role in the civil rights 
movement from his earliest days in Raleigh. 
He was at the forefront of the struggle to end 
segregated schools, and the community's 
progress owed much to his ability to negotiate 
and conciliate across racial lines. He contin
ued the fight for justice and equality while 
serving 9 years as president of the Raleigh
Apex chapter of the NAACP, and as president 
of the Raleigh-Wake Citizens Association. 

Charles Ward was a humanitarian, striving 
for the betterment of others. In 1966, he 
founded the Raleigh Inter-Church Housing 
[RICH] Association. He organized the con
struction of Rich Park, a section 221 (d)(3) 
housing community, which today provides af
fordable housing for 1 00 low-income families. 
At the time of his death, he was working with 
the city of Raleigh and the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to convert 
church property into a shelter for the home
less. 

Charles Ward was a man of quiet strength, 
well-spoken, well-read, and thoughtful. He did 
not need to raise his voice to be heard, for 
the strength of his convictions and the power 
of his wisdom commanded attention. He was 
a man to whom I and many others learned to 
listen closely, and whose counsel we sought 
and valued greatly. 

Charles Ward's life was a blessing to his 
family, his congregation, and his community. 
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We mourn his passing and rejoice in the good 
he did among us. In the apostle's words, we 
"thank God upon every remembrance of him." 

INTRODUCING BUDGET 
STRUCTURE ACT 

HON. JACK BROOKS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, the most press

ing problem facing the Federal Government 
today is the enormous deficits that we have 
accumulated in recent years. Year after year, 
the President has submitted, and the Con
gress has enacted, budgets for Federal Gov
ernment operations in which expenditures far 
exceed revenues. 

On numerous occasions, we have resorted 
to unabashed gimmickry in an attempt to hide 
the real extent of the annual deficit. Notwith
standing the deception generated by the gim
mickry, the deficits have continued to accumu
late. They are real. They are serious. And, 
they must be dealt with. 

It is time for the Congress and the President 
to face up to the real problem, rejecting the 
gimmicks and making the hard choices. We 
cannot do this if we don't demand that the 
budgets submitted by Presidents and enacted 
by Congress contain honest fugures that re
flect the true status of the Federal Govern
ment's fiscal activities. 

I am today, along with the ranking minority 
member of the Government Operations Com
mittee, Congressman FRANK HORTON, intro
ducing the "Federal Budget Structure Act of 
1988." This bill is the result of several years 
of study by the Committee on Government 
Operations with the assistance of the General 
Accounting Office. 

The Budget Structure Act is not a magic 
wand. It will not eliminate the Federal budget 
deficit. That will only be done when the Presi
dent and the Congress determine to adopt 
balanced revenue and spending policies. 
Rather, this legislation will be a tool to help 
the President and the Congress meet that ob
jective by providing better and more relevant 
information on the revenues, expenses, and fi
nancing requirements of Government pro
grams and activities. 

Our legislation will require that the budget 
submitted by the President be a unified 
budget which contains an operating budget 
and a capital budget, which also distinguishes 
between Federal funds and trust funds. 
Though not included in this legislation, if this 
procedure is adopted, we would also propose 
to conform the Congressional Budget Act to 
require that the annual congressional budget 
resolution be presented in a similar structure. 

This four-part budget approach, distinguish
ing between capital investments and operating 
expenses, and between trust and nontrust 
fund amounts, will enable us to focus clearly 
on where the budget deficits and surpluses 
are and will give us better information on 
which to make rational choices in determining 
national priorities. We are offering this legisla
tion as a first step toward restoring integrity 
and reliability in the Federal budget process. 
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We urge all Members to study it carefully and JUNE 5, 1988-NATIONAL SHUT-IN 
would welcome any thoughts and comments DAY 
you might have. 

SUPPORT FOR H.R. 2470 

HON.RAYMONDJ.McGRATH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, on June 2 the 

House voted overwhelmingly to pass H.R. 
2470, the Medicare Catastrophic Coverage 
Act of 1988. Due to illness, I was unable to 
cast my vote on this important measure. How
ever, had I been in attendance, I would have 
voted in favor of H.R. 2470. 

While I did not support this measure in its 
original form, the conference committee made 
remarkable progress in improving this bill; 29 
million elderly Americans and 3 million dis
abled Americans receive Medicare benefits. 
Although this program has been very success
ful, many people still are left with enormous 
medical bills that must be paid out of pocket. 
H.R. 2470 takes a decisive step in eliminating 
much of these crippling medical costs. 

First, the measure vastly simplifies the Med
icare Program. Recipients no longer have to 
worry about hospitalization costs after 60 
days. Under H.R. 2470, beneficiaries will make 
only one payment and be covered for the rest 
of the year. This payment will be $564 in 1989 
and be capped at $600 in 1990. 

Second, physician or outpatient services will 
be capped at $1,370 beginning in 1990. Medi
care will pay all approved charges beyond this 
amount. 

Third, the bill offers a prescription drug ben
efit. Many elderly people have complained of 
the high cost of prescription drugs. When the 
ill is fully implemented in 1993, 80 percent of 

prescription drug costs will be paid by Medi
care after beneficiaries have paid a $710 de
ductible. In 1991 , 50 percent of costs will be 
paid above $600. 

Most importantly, the new Medicare Pro
gram has a self-financing system incorporating 
a flat fee method to be paid by all benefici
aries and a progressive method based on tax 
liability. 

Although I am supportive of this measure, I 
still have serious concerns on some of the 
bill's provisions. My greatest concern is 
whether the new program will be able to 
remain revenue neutral in the coming years as 
the number of Medicare recipients is expected 
to grow rapidly. Additionally, I worry that elder
ly beneficiaries may be forced to pay higher 
and higher premiums. Finally, the measure 
does not address the issue of long-term nurs
ing home care that many older Americans are 
unable to afford. 

While H.R. 2470 is not the final answer to 
all of the problems facing Medicare benefici
aries, it is an important victory in the battle for 
effective, affordable health care for older 
Americans. 

HON. NICK JOE RAHALL II 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I would like to let 

my colleagues know that this coming Sunday, 
June 5, 1988, will be a very special day for 
many of their constituents. Today, an impor
tant piece of legislation, House Joint Resolu
tion 145, declaring June 5, 1988, as "National 
Shut-In Day" was passed by the House of 
Representatives. 

I am very happy to be the sponsor of House 
Joint Resolution 145. I was first alerted to this 
important issue by Mrs. Judy Boone of Logan, 
WV, who is the president of the National Shut
In's Day Association. Now in her 80's, Mrs. 
Boone has set an example of community 
service for all of us to follow. In addition to 
her many other civic duties, she has worked 
tirelessly on behalf of shut-ins all over the 
country, and especially in our home State of 
West Virginia. 

For those who have never heard of "shut
ins, they are those unfortunate citizens who 
are physically confined to their own homes or 
nursing homes due to disability or illness. 
They are literally "shut in" their environment. 
They are members of society whose once 
productive lives have been impeded by illness 
or accident. This is not to say, however, that 
they cannot continue to contribute greatly to 
society, only that they need to be recognized 
and given the opportunity to do so. 

One of the most important aspects of this 
legislation is the recognition that "shut-in's" 
have a wealth of knowledge, experience and 
friendship to share. The observance of "Na
tional Shut-In Day" is one way to show that 
we in Congress have not forgotten these im
portant members of our society. 

I would like to thank all my colleagues who 
joined me in cosponsoring this resolution. And 
my special thanks goes to Judy Boone of 
Logan, WV, who has worked tirelessly in help
ing to realize this goal. Happy National Shut-In 
Day, Judy. 

BELLS TO RING ON MEMORIAL 
DAY 

HON. STEVE GUNDERSON 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, today, the 

distinguished chairman of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee, SONNY MONTGOMERY, and I intro
duced a resolution renewing the significance 
of our Memorial Day holiday. 

This measure calls on the President to 
issue a proclamation each year calling on all 
churches, community ceriters, schools, syna
gogues, and other public buildings in the 
United States to toll their bells for 1 minute 
beginning at 11 a.m. on Memorial Day in re
membrance of the men and women who died 
defending our Nation and freedom. 

June 3, 1988 
Over the past weekend, I am sure many of 

us participated in Memorial Day festivities in 
our local communities, including parades, 
heroic speeches, wreath laying ceremonies, 
patriotic concerts, and picnics. The true mean
ing of Memorial Day is slipping away from us. 
More and more Americans are viewing Memo
rial Day as a day off, a time of relaxation and 
leisure rather than for taking the time to re
flect and pay tribute to our American service 
men and women who sacrificed their lives for 
our freedom. 

Chairman MONTGOMERY and I believe 
strongly that by urging the ringing of bells in 
our communities for a minute on Memorial 
Day, it will help Americans to realize that the 
real purpose of this holiday is to pay tribute to 
those who have given so much for their coun
try. 

Our hope for the future has been made 
possible because our American service men 
and women have made sacrifices in order to 
secure freedom for our Nation. The ringing of 
our comminity bells is a befitting way to ob
serve Memorial Day for years to come. 

Please join Chairman MONTGOMERY and I 
as a cosponsor of this resolution to renew the 
significance of this important holiday with the 
ringing of community bells on Memorial Day. 

AMERICANS BEING SHUT OUT 
OF HOUSING MARKET 

HON. LES AuCOIN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTAl'IVES 
Friday, June 3, 1988 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, in September 
1987, the National Housing Task Force was 
established to reexamine America's housing 
policies. In March, the task force released its 
report entitled "A Decent Place To Live" 
which, among other things, found that increas
ing numbers of American families cannot 
affort to purchase a home. The American 
dream of owning a home is becoming an im
possible dream for many first-time homebuy
ers. 

One Federal program that has been particu
larly successful in promoting homeownership 
is the Federal Housing Administration [FHA] 
single family mortgage program. Created in 
1934, FHA has helped low-, moderate-, and 
middle-income Americans purchase homes by 
insuring low-downpayment mortgages with in
terest rates and terms that are more attractive 
than those available in the conventional mort
gage market. The beauty of this program is 
that the FHA insurance pool is funded by FHA 
premiums-no Federal funds are involved at 
all. 

Despite the success of this program, more 
and more Americans are being shut out of the 
housing market. This was one of many issues 
the task force addressed, and today I am in
troducing legislation implementing some of the 
recommendations of the task force that will 
make it easier for Americans to get into the 
home market. This legislation has already 
been introduced in the Senate by Senators 
SASSER and HEINZ, and has been endorsed 
by the National Association of Homebuilders 
and the Mortgage Bankers Association. 
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LOWERING THE FHA OOWNPAYMENT 

Despite a general decline in mortgage inter
est rates, homeownership has declined every 
year since 1980. While the percentage of de
cline appears small-from 65.6 percent of 
households as homeowners to 63.8 percent
it means that nearly 2 million fewer families 
own homes today than would have, had the 
prior rate been sustained. Ironically, there are 
millions of Americans who can afford to pay 
the monthly mortgage payment on a home. 
The problem is they can't come up with the 
large downpayments needed to qualify for a 
mortgage. Once inside the house, they can 
comfortably pay their mortgage. They just 
can't get their foot in the door to begin with. 

Under current law, FHA insures 97 percent 
of the first $25,000 for a home and 95 percent 
of the balance. Thus, on a $100,000 home, 
FHA would insure $95,000 of that amount. 
The homebuyer has to come up with a $4,500 
down payment. 

For first-time homebuyers, my bill would 
permit FHA to insure 97 percent of the entire 
home valuation. This means the buyer would 
only have to put down 3 percent of the 
home's value, or, in the above example, 
$3,000. For many people, this could spell the 
difference in getting into the market. For other 
homebuyers, the bill would allow FHA to 
insure 97 percent of the first $50,000 of the 
home's value and 95 percent of the balance. 
Under this formula, the person above would 
have to come up with a slightly lower down
payment of $4,000. 

The bill also authorizes a demonstration 
project allowing FHA to insure a loan to a 
first-time homebuyer for the entire purchase 
price plus the closing costs of a home. The 
standard downpayment would still be required, 
but it would be incorporated into the loan and 
be repaid by requiring an additional payment 
along with the regular monthly mortgage pay
ment over a 3-year period. 

ADJUSTABLE RATE MORTGAGES 

Under current law, FHA may insure adjusta
ble rate mortgages [ARMs] whose interest 
rate can only be adjusted by 1 percent a year. 
And only 30 percent of the loans insured by 
FHA can be ARMs. 

This bill provides FHA with more flexibility 
with adjustable rate mortgages. It permits FHA 
to insure ARMs that can be adjusted by 2 per
cent per year. The lower interest rate would 
result in more people getting into the housing 
market. The bill also stipulates that the inter
est rate could not increase by more than 5 
percent over the lifetime of the loan. Finally, 
the bill removes the volume cap on the aggre
gate number of ARMs that FHA may insure in 
a year. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is not a pana
cea for America's housing crisis. There are 
other housing needs that must be addressed, 
such as the declining stock of low income 
housing and rental units, and the plight of the 
homeless. My bill is just a drop in the bucket, 
but it's a response to one unique problem 
among the many housing problems we have 
in this country. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
TRIBUTE TO ALDEN BERNARD 

CAMPEN 

HON. NORMAN Y. MINETA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. MINET A. Mr. Speaker, in our long histo

ry our Nation has been blessed with many in
dividuals who have given of themselves more 
than could rightly be expected of even the 
most generous of people. Throughout my life, 
both public and private, I have been fortunate 
to know and work with many such individuals. 
But I have known no finer individual than 
Alden Bernard Campen, San Jose business
man, community leader, and champion of 
downtown redevelopment. 

When Alden passed away on May 7 at age 
76, he left a living legacy in the hearts and 
minds of his friends and family, friends and 
family which are the city of San Jose. 

Alden was a driving force behind San 
Jose's urban rebirth at a time when redevel
opment, renewal, and rehabilitation had yet to 
become either fashionable, profitable or, to 
many, even desirable. The difference in Alden 
was that he believed in his city and in its 
people. But more than that, he backed his 
belief with his financial resources. 

In the early 1950's, for example, a large or
chard went up for sale. Alden admired it and 
thought it would make a wonderful park. He 
urged the city to buy it, but the city couldn't 
afford it. So Alden and the Renzel family 
bought it instead. Years later, when the city 
could afford it, Alden and the Renzels sold it 
to the city for exactly what they had paid for 
it-even though the value of the land had ap
preciated considerably. That orchard is now 
Kelley Park. 

In 1961, Alden was honored by the city of 
San Jose for "outstanding accomplishment in 
the field of community improvement." And 
indeed, if you consider the organizations in 
which he was a member, a contributor and an 
active participant, you would discover that 
Alden often seemed to embody the concerns 
of the entire city. 

Alden was a member of the Japanese 
American Citizens League, the Southern Edu
cation Conference, the American Civil Liber
ties Union, the San Jose Peace Center, and 
B'nai B'rith. Alden served as a member of the 
city's redevelopment agency, as an officer of 
the Water and Power Users Association, as a 
director of . the San Jose Housing Authority 
and the Parking Advisory Committee, and as a 
member of the Mayor's Committee on Human 
Relations. 

Mr. Speaker, Alden's entire life was devoted 
to human relations and the betterment of his 
city, San Jose. We were all bettered by his 
contributions to San Jose, and, as a result, we 
are poorer for his loss. I ask then that my col
leagues join me in remembering a unique indi
vidual who epitomized a true neighbor, a true 
friend, and a true American. 
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CONGRATULATE THE PASADENA 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND 
CIVIC ASSOCIATION UPON THE 
lOOTH ANNIVERSARY OF ITS 
FOUNDING 

HON. EDWARD R. ROYBAL 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. ROYBAL Mr. Speaker, I rise to offer my 

congratulations to the Pasadena Chamber of 
Commerce and Civic Association upon the 
eve of its centennial celebration. 

On April 6, 1888, business leaders from the 
Pasadena community joined together to form 
the articles of incorporation for the Pasadena 
Board of Trade, the chamber's parent organi
zation. Their efforts were timely, dedicating 
themselves to improving development and the 
quality of life for the rapidly gowing community 
of Pasadena. 

The board of trade, during its tenure from 
1888 to 1918, played an instrumental role in 
the establishment of the Tournament of 
Roses Association, an organization which has 
for nearly 1 00 years annually produced the 
rose parade on New Year's Day. 

The board of trade has also been actively 
involved in many civic developments such as 
the city's public library, high school, municipal 
water and light systems, electric car line be
tween Pasadena and Los Angeles, city hall, 
numerous parks, fire department expansion, 
and the building of the Colorado Street 
Bridge. 

In 1981 , the board of trade and chamber 
became one, and since then have champi
oned many essential and aesthetically pleas
ing public and private services, such as, the 
civic auditorium, the Pasadena Freeway, and 
Angelus Crest Highway. 

Through reorganization efforts guided by the 
chamber, Pasadena's business center is now 
home to many electronic and precision indus
trial firms, as well as headquarters for many fi
nancial corporations. 

The Pasadena Chamber of Commerce has 
distinguished itself as a leader in business de
velopment and for the improvement of the 
quality of life in pasadena. 

HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS IN 
TIBET-CONGRESSIONAL HU
MAN RIGHTS CAUCUS HEAR
ING 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 3, 1988 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, a few weeks 

ago the congressional human rights caucus 
held a most significant and important hearing 
on the topic of human rights violations in 
Tibet. Joining me on that occasion were a 
number of our distinguished colleagues: Con
gressman JOHN PORTER of Illinois, cochair
man with me of the congressional human 
rights caucus; Congressman WILLIAM S. 
BROOMFIELD of Michigan, the ranking minority 
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member of the Foreign Affairs Committee; 
Congressman CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH of New 
Jersey; Congressman FRANK MCCLOSKEY of 
Indiana; Congressman BENJAMIN A. GILMAN of 
New York; Congressman ROBERT K. DORNAN 
of California; Congressman JOSEPH J. DIO
GUARDI of New York; and Congresswoman 
LOUISE MCINTOSH SLAUGHTER of New York. 

This was our second hearing on Tibet. Last 
September the congressional human rights 
caucus provided a forum for His Holiness the 
Dali Lama to make his first public political 
statement outside India since 1959 when he 
fled to that country from Tibet. During the 
course of that hearing he outlined for the first 
time his important and now well-known Five 
Point Peace Plan. Just after his appearance 
before the human rights caucus-in an almost 
unprecedented action-both the House and 
the Senate called on the government of the 
People's Republic of China to begin discus
sions with His Holiness the Dali Lama on the 
full range of issues involved in the case of 
Tibet. 

A number of very serious and disturbing 
events have unfolded in Tibet since C'ur last 
hearing. A large number of individuals have 
been killed, maimed, wounded, detained, ar
rested. 

In reporting to my colleagues in the Con
gress about this important hearing on Tibet, 
Mr. Speaker, it is important to underscore that 
the congressional human rights caucus is the 
umbrella human rights organization in the 
Congress. The caucus has as its operating 
theme the notion that human rights are indi
visible. Our concern for human rights has 
been equally strong with respect to South 
Africa and the Soviet Union, Cuba and Chile, 
Iran, and Tibet. 

I also want to underscore, Mr. Speaker, that 
we are firmly committed to improving good re
lations with the People's Republic of China. 
We have the highest regard for Chinese cul
ture and civilization, and we fully applaud the 
improving relations between the United States 
and China. 

But it is the view of the congressional 
human rights caucus that strategic or other 
considerations must not be an excuse for 
sweeping human rights violations under the 
rug. As a matter of fact, it has been the con
sistent activity of the congressional human 
rights caucus and many other human rights 
organizations to expose Soviet human rights 
violations which led simultaneously to the im
provement of human rights conditions in the 
Soviet Union and to the improvement in 
United States-Soviet relations. 

We expect and hope for a parallel pattern 
and outcome with respect to China. Our rela
tions with China must be put on an adult 
basis. The honeymoon is over. It is an index 
of our respect for the American relationship 
with China that we are prepared to deal with 
problems in our relations with China. 

Mr. Speaker, as the congressional human 
rights caucus was meeting to consider human 
rights violations against the people of Tibet by 
China, just across the hall the Foreign Affairs 
Committee was conducting a hearing on the 
Chinese missiles that have been placed on 
Saudi Arabian soil, upsetting the strategic bal
ance in the Middle East. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
It was also intriguing that as our hearing fo

cused on Tibet-one of the unique cultures on 
our globe where religion and national identity 
are so delicately intertwined and so insepara
bly conjoined-we were witnessing a similar 
pattern unfolding in Poland, another place 
where one also finds this unique intertwining 
of nationality and religious commitment. 

It was significant, as well as ironic, that one 
of the chief witnesses at our hearing on Tibet 
was the Right Honorable Lord David Ennals, 
member of the British House of Lords. On the 
very morning of our hearing in Washington on 
Poland, another member of the House of 
Lords, the Right Honorable Lord Nicholas 
Bethel, was arrested for expressing his con
cern for Polish human rights. 

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of my col
leagues in the Congress, I would like to place 
in the RECORD a number of important state
ments that were made during the hearing of 
the congressional human rights caucus on 
human rights conditions in Tibet. First, I would 
like to insert in the RECORD statements made 
at the outset of our hearing by several of our 
distinguished colleagues: 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN PORTER, 

Co-CHAIRMAN OF THE CONGRESSIONAL 
HUMAN RIGHTS CAUCUS 

During today's hearing, the Congressional 
Human Rights Caucus will continue to 
focus attention on the human rights viola
tions occurring in Tibet. As many of you re
member, the Human Rights Caucus hosted 
a congressional forum last September at 
which the Dalai Lama, Tibet's spiritual and 
political leader, outlined his five-point peace 
plan proposal. 

While none of these points called for the 
independence of Tibet, the Chinese govern
ment accused him of fomenting such a 
movement. Unfortunately, news of the 
Dalai Lama's visit and five point plan 
sparked riots in Tibet's capital of Lhasa 
later that month, and again in March. Two 
Americans, who were travelling in Tibet 
when the September riots broke out, spoke 
to the Human Rights Caucus just after 
their return. They reported widespread vio
lence, even against monks, and other human 
rights violations including the infanticide of 
Tibetan newborns. 

The history of Tibet and its political rela
tionship with China is intricate and com
plex. However, the fundamental human 
rights issues involved cannot be ignored. We 
have a moral obligation to speak out for the 
Tibetan prisoners and citizens being denied 
basic rights such as education, religion, and 
the right to maintain their over 2,000 year
old civilization. 

Today's witnesses include Richard Gere, a 
brilliant actor and Chairman of the Tibet 
House; the Honorable Lord Ennals, a 
member of the opposition Labour Party in 
the House of Lords with a history of Tibet
an involvement; Tenzin Sangpo, a Tibetan 
who was tortured and whose brother was 
killed in the March riots; Paul Ford, a repre
sentative of Amnesty International; and 
Eric Scqwartz, a representative of Asia 
Watch. 

I look forward to hearing the testimony of 
this distinguished group of witnesses. I ap
preciate these witnesses taking the time to 
join us today. And, I want to thank and 
commend my honorable co-chairman of the 
Human Right Caucus, Tom Lantos, for his 
tireless efforts on behalf not only of the Ti
betan people, but of human rights in gener
al. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM S. 

BROOMFIELD, MEMBER OF THE CONGRESSION
AL HUMAN RIGHTS CAUCUS AND RANKING 
MINORITY MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

Mr. Chairman, members of the caucus, 
ladies and gentlemen: I am pleased to par
ticipate today in this hearing of the con
gressional human rights caucus on human 
rights in Tibet. Chairman Lantos and the 
other members of the caucus are to be con
gratulated for their pursuit of this topic. 

I also commend the witnesses for their in
terest and dedication to the cause of human 
rights in Tibet. 

The Chinese Government must realize 
that the human rights situation in Tibet is a 
legitimate subject of international concern 
and attention. 

Instead, the Chinese appear to feel that 
unrest in Tibet threatens their sovereignty 
over the area and that international atten
tion would further complicate this issue. 

The only way for international concerns 
about Tibet to be resolved is through an 
open and complete examination of the situ
ation. 

I urge the Chinese Government to investi
gate the situation in Tibet and also to open 
the area to government officials, scholars 
and the press. 

The International Community has a stake 
in the survival of Tibetan culture and the 
welfare of the Tibetan people. 

I hope this hearing will help alert the Chi
nese Government to our seriousness in re
solving this issue. 

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN BENJAMIN A. 
GILMAN, MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE COM
MITTEE, CONGRESSIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS 
CAUCUS AND MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS. 

I want to commend the gentleman from 
California and the gentleman from Illinois 
for holding this important hearing at this 
appropriate time. 

Yesterday, at Arlington Cemetery, I had 
the sad and moving responsibility to give 
the eulogy for Captain Leslie, the helicopter 
pilot recently shot down over the Persian 
Gulf. 

He was a young man in the prime of his 
life. 

His wife, a very intelligent and beautiful 
woman, is expecting their first child. 

That ceremony at the cemetery was one 
of the most difficult moments of my life. 

Captain Leslie made the ultimate sacrifice 
because he wanted to make sure that his 
family and loved ones could lead their lives 
the way that they choose. 

He was fighting against a tyrannical force 
that has little regard for human life. 

It would cut down an innocent child as 
swiftly as an army recruit. 

People become little more than mere num
bers on a page and the whole human ele
ment that Captain Leslie was trying so des
perately to preserve becomes insignificant 
to an authoritative rule steeped in anger 
and hate. 

Back in January we received a list of over 
140 names and short histories of Tibetans 
that were arrested by the Chinese during 
the October demonstrations. 

The Chinese and their spokesmen are 
fond of claiming that they have released 59 
demonsrators and only 15 remain in prison. 

We have repeatedly requested for over a 
period of 3 months the names of those alleg
edly released-mere numbers to be raised 
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and used at will by some-important individ
ual human beings to others. 

Today we will be witness to and hear sto
ries of more grief. 

Grief brought on by rulers attempting 
trying to prevent people from living the 
lives that they choose. 

Lives that cherish individuality and reli
gious freedom. 

I welcome our witnesses here today. 
It is one of the great pleasures of fighting 

for human rights in Congress that we have so 
many allies in other facets of American life. 
None is perhaps more committed and more 
effective than the distinguished American 
actor, Richard Gere, the star of "An Officer 
and a Gentleman." Mr. Gere is the founder 
and chairman of Tibet House. For the last 5 
years, since his initial encounter at Dharmsala 
with His Holiness the Dali Lama, he has been 
one of the international champions of human 
rights for Tibet. The first statement that I ask 
be placed in the record is a summary of the 
excellent statement made by Richard Gere: 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD GERE 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, I 
am honored to be here today in this historic 
building to discuss something that has ob
sessed my life now for several years. There 
are very few protectors on this planet for 
the Tibetans. You can't sell a lot of Coca 
Cola or Porsches in Tibet. There is no 
reason-other than morality and right-to 
care about the Tibetans. 

Let me very briefly tell you how I got in
volved with Tibet. I have had a very long as
sociation with Buddhism, which led to my 
going to Dharmsala, India, about 1980. I was 
a close friend of John Avedon who wrote 
the primer on Tibet and His Holiness the 
Dali Lama, "Exile from the Land of Snows." 

Having had spirtual yearnings like any 
human being trying to find some honest 
way to live on this planet, I was told that I 
could have an audience with His Holiness 
the Dali Lama if I waited a week. I was very 
happy to have that audience, and while I 
waited for that week I traveled among the 
Tibetan community in Dharmsala. I visited 
a children's village and was told of the 
horror that they had gone through-having 
left their country as refugees with absolute
ly nothing and fleeing to a third world coun
try. They had no help, no friends, no protec
tors. 

The contrast between what I saw and con
ditions twenty years earlier was most im
pressive. At this point they did have schools; 
they did have libraries; they picked them
selves up and they have done extraordinary 
things. They built monasteries. They put to
gether a health system and a new constitu
tion and created a whole new way of life for 
themselves-a pattern of the way things will 
be when they return to their homeland. 

My audience with His Holiness is some
thing that everyone should experience, and 
I hope that you all will have that opportuni
ty someday. One waits in anticipation for 
the moment when you are brought into the 
presence of His Holiness. He is larger than 
one would expect. He is like a farm boy. He 
came from a farming family in Amdo Prov
ince from a very small town, Taktse, near 
Kubum Monastery. He smiles and laughs. 
He finds it essentially impossible to tell you 
anything bad about anyone-including the 
Chinese. This is the first indication of what 
is so extraordinary about the Tibetan 
people. They have learned the science of 
the mind to such an extent that they retain 
no hatred-even for their oppressors. As we 
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hear the Tibetans here speak, I think you 
will get a sense of this. 

Mr. Speaker, the second witness to appear 
before the congressional human rights caucus 
hearing was the Right Honorable Lord David 
H. Ennals. Lord Ennals is a former member of 
the British Parliament, and he held a number 
of responsible positions in labour govern
ments: Minister of State for Health, 1956-70, 
Minister of State at the Foreign Office, 197 4-
76, and Secretary of State, member of the 
Cabinet, for social services, 1976-79. In 1983 
he was made a life peer and became a 
member of the House of Lords. Presently, he 
is opposition, labour party spokesman for 
Overseas Affairs in the House of Lords. 

Lord Ennals has a long record of friendship 
for China, and he was a consistent advocate 
for China's entrance into the United Nations. 
He has also had a long association with Tibet
ans through his refugee work, particularly with 
the "Ockenden Venture," of which he recently 
served as chairman. As president of the 
United Kingdom Gandhi Foundation, he also 
has close ties with India. 

Lord Ennals visited the People's Republic of 
China just a few weeks before he appeared at 
our hearing. During that trip he spent more 
time in Tibet, where he left his official Chinese 
guides and made extensive investigations on 
his own of the human rights situation there: 
STATEMENT OF THE RT. HON. LoRD DAVID H. 

ENNALS-0VERSEAS SPOKESMAN OF THE 
LABOR PARTY IN THE BRITISH HOUSE OF 
LoRDS 

We are very grateful to the Government 
of the People's Republic of China for ena
bling us to visit Lhasa, Chengdu and Beijing 
on a two week fact finding visit from March 
29th to April 9th to study the present very 
disturbing situation in Tibet. We are also 
grateful for the time the authorities gave to 
our exchange of views. We were conscious 
that we were foreigners discussing particu
larly sensitive issues and appreciated that 
we were able to discuss with the Chinese au
thorities our assessment of the situation, 
frankly, and we hope constructively. 

Although the visit was short, a consider
able amount of preparatory briefing was un
dertaken to enable us to make the maxi
mum use of the time available and, in the 
event, we talked with a considerable number 
of people from senior government officials 
to members of the public. 

We were able to piece together the com
plicated issues which led to the serious dem
onstrations in September, October 1987 and 
in March 1988. 

Several observations emerged from our 
visit. First, I was disturbingly impressed by 
the very large number of Chinese popula
tion in Lhasa. Lhasa is really two cities: the 
ancient Tibetan City, and a modern Chinese 
city. One is on top of the other. From my 
own experience it brings to mind the words 
"colonialism" and "apartheid." It was clear 
that Tibetans do not want to be occupied by 
China. 

Second, there is a difference in the stand
ard of living between Chinese and Tibetans. 
Tibetans are poor by comparison with Chi
nese or with Tibetans in any other part of 
the world. The Chinese have made improve
ments in the areas of education and health, 
but they have not narrowed the gap be
tween Tibetans and their own people. 

Third, the size of military presence is very 
large and intimidating. Although we saw 
few armed troops, it is quite evident from 
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the considerable amount of off-duty troops 
who are always in the streets of the Chinese 
city and the size of the barracks just outside 
Lhasa that Lhasa is a garrison town. The 
roads always have military traffic on them. 
There is a regular daily troop-carrying 
flight which we encountered at Lhasa. 

Fourth, there have been gross breaches of 
human rights of Tibetans. 

Reports of the numbers involved in the 
demonstrations and those killed and in
jured, particularly in the March demonstra
tion, have varied greatly according to the 
source, and we were repeatedly informed by 
the authorities in Tibet that 'only a handful 
of trouble makers' had been involved in the 
March demonstration. We were the first in
dependent visitors since that major demon
stration on the 5th of March, and we can 
emphatically state that: The demonstra
tions involved 10,000 people. A Chinese sol
dier, 16 Tibetan Buddhist monks, and 2 Ti
betan laymen are known to have been killed 
and scores were injured, including a number 
of Chinese soldiers. Two Chinese restau
rants, notorious for refusing to serve Tibet
ans were destroyed. 

Further demonstrations have taken place 
since March. Demonstrations led by nuns 
occurred on April 17 and April 24. We do 
not know how large the demonstrations 
were. The Chinese reported the arrest of 
twenty nuns. Based on previous experience, 
the number involved could be much larger. 

There has been a policy of mass detention. 
Individuals continue to be detained at night. 
Many are identified from the extensive vi
deoing of the crowd, which is common prac
tice in China, and from following checks of 
everyone's movements by the cadres of the 
work units. Officially, the Chinese say that 
fifteen people have been detained, but I am 
sure that the actual number is not less than 
2,000. No one knows where they are. Often 
the first news families receive of a detained 
relative is when they are summoned to the 
hospital mortuary to buy back the body for 
150 or 200 dollars. This used to be a 
common practice during the Cultural Revo
lution. 

Many of the bodies are unrecognizable be
cause of torture. Sometimes eyes have been 
taken out and limbs severed. Based on the 
collection of bodies, there appear to be two 
"routine" forms of torture. One is the use of 
a club with big nails sticking out of the end, 
which either kills or mutilates. The other is 
"electric cow prodders" used to inflict ex
treme pain and temporarily disable an indi
vidual. With the wire coils unravelled they 
are used to strip the flesh from legs and 
arms. 

At first we treated these reports with re
serve but the consistency of the reports, the 
calibre of the witnesses and their undoubted 
fear left us in no doubt as to the veracity of 
the reports from people who had relatives 
who had been detained. 

Now in Lhasa there is a sense of fear and 
frustration. Fear of the Chinese authorities 
and frustration with the apparent hopeless
ness of the plight of the Tibetans. 

The opportunity of being received at a 
high level in Beijing and Lhasa, of exchang
ing views with the representatives of the 
Government of China <including the Pan
chen Lama> of meeting monks, lay people in 
Lhasa and exchanging views with the Dalai 
Lama in Dharamsala and in London was 
unique at a time when visitors and journal
ists are severely restricted in visiting Tibet. 

In view of what we believe to be the gravi
ty of the situation we felt a heavy responsi
bility to put forward proposals for consider-
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ation by the Chinese authorities to avert a 
worsening crises and bring about a long 
term solution based on the principles of the 
United Nations and Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights. 

The time is now ripe for serious discussion 
about the present and the future. There is 
no need to be pessimistic about the prospect 
of genuine negotiations. For their part 
China has now become a constructive force 
for good, is playing a positive role in the 
world and has shown a high degree of 
statesmanship in its handling of the future 
of Hong Kong. 

As for the Tibetan people, our visit there 
based on a great deal of evidence from those 
in Tibet and elsewhere confirms the impres
sion that there is a very wide measure of 
support for The Dalai Lama and his Five 
Point Peace Plan. To this should be added 
the indisputable fact that The Dalai Lama 
is a man of peace. 

We also felt that there was growing re
spect, both in Beijing and Lhasa, for the 
constructive role played by the Panchen 
Lama who has given the most realistic ac
count so far of the events of March 5th and 
has used his influence to secure the release 
of 59 of those demonstrators detained in the 
autumn. 

In our view: 
1. The Chinese Government should seek 

an early opportunity to resume talks about 
the future of Tibet with The Dalai Lama 
and his political and religious advisors. It 
may take a long time for an agreement to be 
reached and, in the course of discussions, 
both sides must be prepared to make such 
adjustments in their existing positions. Dis
cussions on an open agenda would be advisa
ble. A solution would bring great credit to 
China as well as satisfaction to the Tibetan 
people. 

2. Without delay the Chinese Government 
should arrange for the Panchen Lama to 
spend more of his time in Tibet. 

3. The Chinese Government should recog
nize the urgency of the necessity that 
human rights are restored in Tibet and an 
amnesty for political detainees should be de
clared. 

4. The Government should announce a 
review of the continuing build up of Han 
Chinese in areas long populated by Tibet
ans, with their totally different history and 
culture. 

In our view there is a crisis which de
mands a rapid response. The denial of 
Human Rights in Tibet must be dealt with 
not by continuing repression and force, but 
by statesmanship and in a genuine wish for 
peace. Urgent action is needed to avert a sit
uation that would bring further damage to 
China's reputation and to the Tibetan 
people. 

The third witness who appeared before the 
hearing was Tenzin Sangpo, a Tibetan who 
was imprisoned and tortured for some 20 
years by Chinese authorities in Tibet. In the 
March 1988 rioting in Lhasa, his younger 
brother, a Tibetan monk, was killed by Chi
nese troops in the Jokhang Temple: 

TESTIMONY OF TENZIN SANGPO, VICTIM OF 
HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSE IN TIBET 

Tibet, a peaceful buffer state between 
India and China has been transformed into 
a vast military camp. Over one million 
people have lost their lives due to killings, 
tortures, starvation and suicides under the 
brutal rule of the Chinese. Today there are 
only around two thousand monks and nuns 
in Tibet. What happened to the hundreds of 
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thousands of monks and nuns we had before 
1959? 

In an effort to annihilate Tibet's cultural 
identity, the Chinese are sending young Ti
betan children away from their parents to 
China. Every year, children between the 
ages of 8 and 11 are selected from the lower 
primary school and are not allowed to 
return to Tibet until they have finished 
their studies. Parents are allowed to visit 
their children once after three years. The 
whole idea is to brain wash these children 
and destroy the Tibetan identity. 

I have served 15 years in a jail and five 
years in probation within the jail com
pound. Altogether I suffered 20 years in 
Chinese jails. The reason why I was arrest
ed was that I was one of the pro-independ
ent activists in 1959. I was mainly kept in 
Drapchi prison, near Lhasa. The prisoners 
have no rights whatsoever. In a cell of 10' x 
12', 10 to 12 prisoners had to sleep. Despite 
a poor diet, every prisoner is expected to do 
vigorous labor: cutting stones, brick making, 
carrying mud and so for 12 hours every day. 

I was an eyewitness to 9-11 public execu
tions each year for a period of seven years. 
Many people who were not able to bear the 
torture and ill treatment by the Chinese in 
the jails had to commit suicide. Some pris
ons were popularly known for the number 
of suicides by the prisoners either by cut
ting their throats or by jumping into the 
rivers while working on road construction. 
Hundreds of the survivors have gone com
pletely mad. Since the prisoners were not 
given enough food to eat, many had to steal 
the pig slop and horse fodder. In some 
places prisoners ate leaves of trees, certain 
grasses and underground worms and insects. 
The prisoners are not allowed to write their 
relatives. This is only a brief account of the 
life in the prisons under China. 

There have been 54 uprisings in Tibet 
since 1959, four of these between Septem
ber, 1987 and March 1988. All the uprisings 
are clear demonstration of the Tibetan peo
ple's opposition to Chinese rule and their 
determination to continue the struggle for 
their legitimate rights. The demonstration 
in March 5th was the biggest of all since 
1959. It is believed that more than 20,000 
people took part. When some of the monks 
shouted anti-Chinese slogans, the specially 
trained Chinese soldiers threw a kind of gre
nade inside the Jokhang temple which made 
the monks unconscious and then they start
ed shooting inside the Temple. The gre
nades were definitely different from tear 
gas. The next day people found pieces of 
hands, ears and other human flesh inside 
the Jokhang Temple. Many of the statues 
and thangka paintings of the temple have 
been damaged. It pains me so much to de
scribe that my youngest brother, Ven. Kal
sang Tsering was killed in the J okhang that 
day. He was 36 years old. 

More than 5,000 people have been arrest
ed since September 1987. Although many of 
them have been released, they were severely 
beaten and forced to give the names of 
other participants. Many people have seen 
dead bodies being removed from the prisons. 
Those who went to claim the dead bodies of 
their relatives for traditional cremation 
were told to pay an amount of 600 yuan. 

In order to stop further bloodshed, His 
Holiness the Dalai Lama has made a five 
point peace plan for Tibet's future. I sin
cerely hope that the U.S. Congress and the 
administration will pressure the Chinese to 
positively respond to this peace proposal. 

Thank you. 

June 3, 1988 
The final two witnesses at the congression

al human rights caucus hearing were Wash
ington officers of two internationally known 
and internationally respected human rights or
ganizations. They have extensive knowledge 
through their organizations of human rights 
conditions in Tibet and in the People's Repub
lic of China. They are Eric Schwartz, program 
director, of Asia Watch and Paul Ford, codir
ector of the Washington Office of Amnesty 
International USA. 

STATEMENT OF ERIC SCHWARTZ, PRoGRAM 
DIRECTOR OF AsiA WATCH 

In February 1988, the Asia Watch Com
mittee published a report on human rights 
in Tibet, based largely upon information 
gathered in Tibet. In that report, we identi
fied a number of practices that, taken to
gether, represent a pattern of serious 
human rights abuses. These include: 

1. stringent restrictions on all political ut
terances and actions, enforced by an exten
sive surveillance network; 

2. arrest and imprisonment of peaceful po
litical activists for public expressions of op
position to the Chinese role or Chinese poli
cies in Tibet, or for political support for the 
Dalai Lama or Tibetan independence; such 
arrests often take place at night, and family 
members are often not informed; 

3. unfair procedures in political trials that 
do take place; 

4. torture during interrogation, including 
use of cattle prods; we also found that mis
treatment is not confined to interrogation, 
and that prisoners are subjected to various 
forms of abuse during confinement; 

5. restrictions on freedom of religion that 
include government regulation of the num
bers of monks in monasteries; government 
exercise of the power to refuse entry into 
the monastic ranks; an apparent prohibition 
on teaching and propagation of Buddhism 
in most of Tibet, and government efforts to 
take Buddhist education out of the hands of 
the monasteries; 

6. patterns of discrimination against the 
Tibetan population arising out of the 
growth of the Chinese population in Tibet, 
including discriminatory policies with re
spect to housing, access to services, freedom 
of movement, education, and economic op
portunities; 

7. demographic policies that have had the 
effect of moving Tibetans into disadvanta
geous economic and social positions vis-a-vis 
the Tibetan plateau's Chinese populations 
in the cities and towns. 

Our report also discussed the Chinese sup
pression of demonstrations that began 
peacefully in September and October 1987, 
during which the authorities arrested hun
dreds of Tibetans, declined to provide infor
mation on the status of individual prisoners, 
and expelled the foreign press. 

The concerns of our report were height
ened by the events of March 1988, during 
which several hundred Tibetans are be
lieved to have been arrested at the end of 
the Great Prayer Festival in Lhasa. More
over, dozens of Tibetans are believed to 
have died in connection with the events of 
the late 1987 and early March. 

Unfortunately, the Chinese authorities 
continue to make it nearly impossible to 
obtain accurate information on conditions 
in Tibet, although the information we do 
have is not encouraging. At least hundreds 
are believed to be in prison, and the Chinese 
presence in Lhasa is believed to be over
whelming. As I have mentioned, the Chi
nese have provided almost no information 



June 3, 1988 
on individual prisoners-their names, their 
locations, the accusations against them
and have severely restricted access to the 
territory. 

Although they have given almost no infor
mation on the status of nearly all of the 
hundreds of Tibetans believed to be de
tained, the Chinese have announced that 
seven Tibetans have been charged in con
nection with the events of last fall and early 
this year. Asia Watch is very concerned 
about the fairness of any trial proceedings 
that might take place in these cases, and 
will be asking the Chinese government to 
permit us to observe one or more trials if 
they take place. We would strongly urge the 
U.S. Department of State to make a similar 
request. 

The Chinese government would send an 
important signal about its desire for recon
ciliation and promotion of respect for 
human rights by permitting such trial ob
servers, and by opening the territory to the 
media and international organizations con
cerned with conditions in the territory. 

STATEMENT OF PAUL FORD, CODIRECTOR OF 
THE WASHINGTON OFFICE OF AMNESTY 
INTERNATIONAL USA 
I appreciate this opportunity to speak 

before the Congressional Human rights 
Caucus on the situation in Tibet. 

While Amnesty International has human 
rights concerns in the Peoples Republic of 
China in general, my remarks will be con
fined to the human rights situation in the 
Tibet Autonomous Region <TAR>. The TAR 
comprises roughly half of the territory pop
ulated by Tibetans. Amnesty International 
takes no position regarding the status of 
Tibet vis a vis the People's Republic of 
China. Since the PRC government controls 
this region, Amnesty International has ad
dressed its concerns to this government con
cerning the human rights situation in Tibet. 
In particular, we are concerned with the (1) 
the imprisonment of persons for pursuing 
their political and religious beliefs in a non
violent manner; <2> the abuse of prisoners 
(both political and criminal>; and (3) the use 
of capital punishment. 

Since the Chinese invasion and takeover 
in 1959, Tibet has seen serious and wide
spread deprivation of human rjghts. This 
was particularly so during the Great Prole
tarian Cultural Revolution (1966-1976). 
After the death of Mao Zedong more liberal 
policies were instituted. In particular, Tibet
ans were allowed relative freedom to prac
tice their La.m.ist Buddhism. 

However, last year Tibetan political 
unrest became more manifest, and the Chi
nese authorities responded with a return to 
repressive measures. In particular, several 
hundred people are reported to have been 
detained in Lhasa, the capital of the Tibet 
Autonomous Region. These detentions were 
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the government's response to three demon- ernment about this incident but have re
strations and a riot in late September and ceived no reply. 
early October. . The official New China News Agency an-

The demonstrations were led by groups of nounced on March 11 that three Tibetans, 
monks calling for Tibetan independence. On <Yulo Dawa TSERING, Tenba TSERING, 
October 1, the arrest of peaceful demonstra- and Jigme GYATSO>, all held since Decem
tors triggered a major riot in Lhasa. Accord- ber, were charged with "counterrevolution
ing to eye-witnesses, many people were ary crimes" and "disturbing public order 
killed or wounded when police started during the anti-Chinese riot" of October 1. 
shooting at the crowd. <Chinese officials There has been widespread concern that 
have denied that the police opened fire.> AI- Mr. Tenba Tsering and Mr. Gyatso could be 
though we do not know exactly how many executed. Amnesty International is uncondi
people were detained, Amnesty Internation- tionally opposed to the death penalty, 
al has received names of 120 people arrested which is in wide use throughout the Pea-
during and after the demonstrations. Am- 1 • R i 
nesty International welcomed the govern- P e s epubl c. Yulo Dawa Tsering is consid-
ment's announcements that 72 detainees ered by Tibetans to be a "living Buddha"· 
were released between October 28 and Janu- The government claims that he has con
ary 28. Official sources reported that "over fessed to having made "reactionary state-
10" people remained in custody at that time. ments in favor of Tibetan independence" 
However, private sources estimated that up and speeches to foreigners in order "to 
to 600 were detained at the time. obtain worldwide support in bringing about 

On March 5, at the conclusion of a major Tibetan independence as soon as possible." 
Buddhist prayer festival, several thousand Apparently Yulo Dawa Tsering wa.s arrested 
people took part in a riot which lasted some following his participation in a video being 
12 hours. Police were attacked, vehicles made by a visiting Italian. 
burned, and shops ransacked. Dozens of On April 19, Lhasa Radio announced the 
young monks who took part in violent clash- new arrests of four male youths by the 
es with security forces are said to have been Public Security Bureau on April 16. The 
arrested during the riot, and many arrests names were given as Lobsang Tenzin <a uni
were carried out during the following days. versity student>, Tsering Dhondup <a semi
A total of at least 20 people are believed to nary student>, Gyaltsen Chophel <a trades
have died during the clashes that day. <The man), Sonam Wangdu <a Lhasa resident>. 
Chinese government admits to only 5 They are accused of involvement in the kill
deaths.) ing of a policeman during the March 5 riot. 

It is difficult to determine how many Ti- Based on past Chinese practices where con
betans remain detained following these victions of murder are involved, it is consid
series of demonstrations and riots. One offi- ered very likely that the government will 
cial government figure is 200. Other private execute these young men, an action to 
sources estimate from 700 to 840. One for- which Amnesty International would be op
eign press report estimated more than 100 posed. 
monks were among those detained following We continue to receive reports of arrests 
the March riot. It is also unclear whether since the March riots, and are concerned 
some or all of those released following the that many of these people may be non-via
fall disturbances were re-arrested. Amnesty lent political and religious activists. On May 
International has called on the PRC govern- 5, Reuters reported that 18 nuns were ar
ment to clarify who has been released and rested following an April 17 demonstration 
who is still detained, and to make known around Lhasa's Jokhang Temple. Amnesty 
charges brought against those currently de- International is seeking information con
tained. cerning the circumstances of their arrest 

Amnesty International is concerned that . and their conditions of detention. 
many of those arrested and detained were 
ill-treated. With regard to the fall disturb- RECOMMENDATIONS 
ances, some sources report that those de
tained have been held incommunicado, 
without access to their families or lawyers, 
and some are alleged to have been ill-treat
ed by police. Indeed, we have received cor
roborated testimony indicating that consid
erable violence was used by the police to 
arrest peaceful demonstrators, particularly 
on October 1 and 6. During the March 5 
riots, we have received unconfirmed reports 
that security officials stormed the Jokhang 
Temple and severely beat some of the 
monks inside, some of whom died as a 
result. We have inquired with the PRC gov-

Amnesty International has yet to receive 
responses from the PRC to our inquiries 
about the disturbances in Tibet of the last 
few months. 

Accordingly, we ask the US Government: 
To encourage Chinese officials to publish 

who is detained and who is released; 
To release those prisoners who have been 

imprisoned solely for pursuing non-violently 
their political or religious beliefs, an inter
nationally guaranteed basic right; and 

For other detainees, to promptly charge 
them and grant them a fair trial. 
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